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SENATE 

1\foND.AY, Apri130, 1fm8 
The Chaplain, Rev. Z~.Barney T. Phillips, D. D., offered the 

following prayer : 

Eternal God, who hast formed and designed us for com
panionship with Thee, and hast called us to walk with Thee 
unafraid, show to us the life that serves Thee in the quiet 
eli ·charge of each day's duty, that ennobles all our work by 
doing it as unto Thee. We ask Thee not to lift us out of toil 
but to prove Thy power within it; not for tasks more suited 
to om· strength but for strength more suited to our tasks. Give 
to us the vision that moves, the strength that endures, that we 
may find a divine calling in the humblest claim of life and 
our abundant fruition in work well done; through Him who 
came to earth di~ouised in lowliness, Jesus Christ our Lord. 
Amen. 

Tile Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro
ceedings of Saturday last, when, on request of Mr. CURTis 
and by unanimous consent, the further reading was dispensed 
with and the Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives, by 1\fr. Halti
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed a 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 286) to provide for the expenses 
of participation by the United States in the International 
Conference for the Purpose of Revising the International Con
vention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

DEl'ELOPMENT OF THE CAPITOL GROUNDS (H. DOC. NO. 252) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a report of 
the Commission for the Enlarging of the Capitol Grounds 
recommending the passage of legislation authorizing the Archi
tect of the Capitol to proceed with a plan, as outlined_, for the 
development of the Capitol area, which was referred to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, ordered to be 
printed as a document, and printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

APRIL 24, 1928. 
The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES. 

Sm: Under tbe act entitled ".An act to create ' a commission to be 
known as the Commission for the Enlarging of the Capitol Grounds, 
and for otber purposes," approved .April 11, 1928, there was created 
the following commission for enlarging the Capitol Grounds : 

The Vice President of the United States, the Speaker of the House 
o! Representatives of the United States, the chairman and ranking 
minority member of tbe Senate Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, the chairman and ranking minority member of the House Com
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds, the minority le-ader of the 
Senate, the minority leader of the House of Representatives, and the 
Architect of the Capitol. In the act referred to, the duty placed upon 
the commission is as follows : 

"The commission is authorized to consider plans and estimates for 
the creation of a park area to enlarge the Capitol Grounds, including 
the plans showing the original scheme for the development of this 
area and the alternative scheme for the development of this and added 
areas, and to recom'mend to the Congress such original and alternative 
plans or schemes with estimates of costs therefor, together with recom
mendations for the purchase of such other areas as may be considered 
necessary to give to the plans for the enlargement of the Capitol 
Grounds a suitable landscape treatment for the Capitol Building in 
relation to the landscape treatment with the proposed arrangement of 
the Mall al'E'a." 

From February 12, 1901, up to the passage of tbe sundry civil &ct of 
June 25, 1910, the intent to set apart the area to the no.rth of the Cap
itol is clearly set forth in the legislation which provided for relocation 
of railroad tracks and tbe combining in a union station of the two sepa
rate railroad stations furnishing means of reaching by train the 
National Capita_!. Sundry civil act of June 25, 1910, declared it to 
be the purpose of Congress to ultimately acquire all of the squares 
Nos. 632, 633, 634, 680, 681, 682, 683, 684, 685, 721, 722, and 723 in 
the city of Washington, District of Columbia. 

After various delays owing to different causes, among them being 
the World War, tbe completion of tbis purchase was not consum'mated 
until payment of the final voucher August 17, 1927. The property 
thus acquired was undeveloped for the purposes of a park and con
tained not only temporary buildings known as the Government hotels 
but also many other buildings the removal of which was necessary in 
order that the ground purchased should be in a condition to be fur
ther developed for park purposes. During the year 1927, 34 houses in 
squares 633, 683, and 684 were razed, the foundations removed, and 
the excavations filled. There still remains to be razed the Maltby. 
Building, the Government hotels, the Senate garage, and tbe buil{l-.1 
ings occupied by the Senate as folding rooms. When the buildings 

just referred to have been removed the necessary grading of the entire 
area can be undertaken. Legislative act approved February 23, 1927, 
provided for the removal of the buildings not occupied by Govern
ment activities and the preparation of plans for the development of 
this area as a park, thereby extending the present grounds of tbe 
Capitol. 

In the performance of its duties the commission has considered two 
sets of plans prepared under the direction of the .Architect of the Cap
itol. These plans and the relative cost of each are as follows : 

Scheme .A contemplates the treatment of this area as a park and the 
location of a new avenue commencing at the western fountain in front 
of the Union Station and running in a southwesterly direction and end
ing at the Peace Ionument at the foot of the Capitol Grounds. This 
plan contemplates in its development the cutting off of a small portion 
of the northwest corner of the present Capitol Grounds. The cost of 
tbe development of this scheme, known as Scheme .A, with its contem
plated improvements, is $1,585,465. Its disadvantages are--

The cutting off of a section of the present Capitol Grounds. 
The bisecting of the area acquired as indicated by the squares pre

viously named making a suitable treatment of this acquired property 
extremely difficult. 

The avenue as contemplated would cross B Street where there is a 
7 per cent gt·ade, making tbe traffic conditions dangerous. 

Scheme B provides for an avenue starting from the western fountain 
in :front of Union Station running in a southwesterly direction, crossing 
B Street near tbe corner of Second Street and joining Pennsylvania 
Avenue between Second and Third Streets NW., thereby MJitably connect
ing with the plan for the development of the Mall. This scheme vir
tually enlarges the present Capitol Grounds by extending the line of 
traffic one square west, thus diverting traffic from its present proximity 
to the west boundary of the Capitol Grounds. It also provides for the 
closing of North Capitol Street at D Street and detours the traffic to 
New Jet'Sey .Avenue and Delaware .Avenue leaving North Capitol Street 
open for a vista street. It makes possible the closing of C Street to 
vehicular travel if provision is made for retaining existing street-car 
lines. This scheme provides for the placing of tracks in a subway 
crossing under Delaware .A venue and passing them under a terrace in 
such a way that tbe grounds afford an unbroken aspect. Included in 
this rearrangement the street-car lines and tracks on Delaware .Avenue 
are removed and replaced on First Street 'E., making a direct line to 
the Union Station with a car stop beneath Delaware .Avenue for the 
C Street line with a convenient subway connection with the basement in 
the Senate Office Building. By the closing of North Capitol Street and 
C Street it becomes possible to treat the area of four city blocks as a 
park worthy to be called an extension of the Capitol Grounds. Scheme 
B also provides for a shelter for automobiles used in connection with 
the Capitol in the form of an undergrou.nd garage with its floor approxi
mately at the level of C Street and extending from Delaware .Avenue 
to New Jersey .Avenue by which a space for parking automobiles and 
tl'Ucks is amply provided. 

These studies have been discussed at length with the Federal City 
Park and Planning Commission and the Fine Arts Commission, and ·the 
location of the avenue as presented In Scheme B was approved by botb 
commissions. It is true that this scheme involves the acquisition of 
some private property, particularly tbe triangular points of the corners 
of blocks 630 and 631 at the intersection of North Capitol and D Streets 
and New Jersey .Avenue and C Street, respectively. The resulting 
advantage of this is tbat by clipping the corners of those blocks there 
are produced facades of buildings facing the Capitol Park instead of 
leaving sharp angles projecting into it. 

Scheme B contemplates the acquisition of land at the north end of 
Union Square, comprising: blocks 631, lot 1 ; block 6?0, lots 1, 2, and 
818; reservation 12 ; block 574, lot 800 ; and tbe western half of block 
633 and square 575. 

Pursuant to the authority of law and having in mind the unqrres
tioned desire of Congress for a proper and artistic development of the 
Capitol Grounds and their environs as a harmonious factor in rela
tion to the beautification of the city of Washington, the commission 
recommends the adoption of Scheme B. This plan in detail and in 
point of superiority ova· any alternative plans is as follows : 

It contemplates an avenue starting from tbe western fountain in 
front of Union Station proceeding in a southwesterly direction to that 
portion of Pennsylvania .Avenue between Second· and Third Streets, to 
be known as Union Square in the proposed development of the Mall 
area. This gives a marginal avenue with a direct connection to Penn
sylvania Avenue in a formal and splendid manner. This avenue crosses 
B Street at a point where the grade is suitable for a street crossing. 
This deflects travel which would go directly to tbe northwestern cor
ner of the Capitol Grounds if Scheme .A had been recommended. By 
the adoption of Scheme B and the rearrangement of existing streets 
in the 12 squares now owned by the Government, it makes possible 
the treatment of a large area in a suitable manner which could not be 
done if tbis large area were bisected by an avenue as in Scheme .A. 
It pt·ovides thereby for a suitable approach to the Capitol froni the 
north; the removal of such car lines, the building of tenaces, tbe 
lowering of street-car tracks so that there are no cars seen between 
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·tbe Union Station and the Capitol, makes this view of the Capitol .far 
more attractive than any other plan developed. 

The cost of Scheme B is for improvements, $1,871,021 ; for acquisi
tion of land, $3,041,393 ; total, $4,912,414. 

The commission reco.mmends the enactment of legislation which will 
authorize the Archltect of the Capitol to proceed with the adopted 
plan as outlined her ein. Its consummation involving as it does the 
purchase of land and buildings, perhaps condemnation proceedings, the 
J'emovai of buildings, the cutting of new streets, the removal of tracks, 
etc. , will require considerable time. 
- In order that the development of the Capitol Grounds may progress 
as the Congre s evidently seriously intended as early as 1901, the 
commission urges early action on the recommendations herein con
tained. 

Respectfully submitted. 
CHARLES G. DAWES, 

Vice President of the United States. 
NICHOLAS LOXGWORTH, . 

Speaker of t11e House of Rewesentativ es of the Utlited States. 
HEXRY W. KEYES, 

Chait·man Senate Committee on PubUc Buildings and Grounds. 
FRITZ G. LANHAM, 

Rankti11g Minority Member of the House Committee 
on Public Buildings a11d Grounds. 

RICHAJID N. ELLIOTT, 
Chairmatt House Comm-ittee on, Public Buildi ngs and Groun.ds. 

JAS. A. REED, 
Rank·ittg Minority Member of tlle Senate Committee 

on Public B ·uildings and Grounds. 
JOSEPH T. ROBINSOS, 

Minority Leade-r of the United States Bettate. 
FINIS J. GARRETT, 

M inority Leader of the House of Representatives. 
DAVID LYN~, • . 

Architect of the Capitol. 

MEMORANDUM 
For the information of the Congress it is stated that certain parcels 

·of land in whi~h the title is vested in the District of Columbia have 
not been acquired by the commission, intrusted with the purchase of 
land within the 12 squares referred to, for the rea on that thet·e is no 

. authority vested in the District of Columbia to convey the land in 
question. The parcels of land are as follows : Square 633. Lots 51, 
52, 53, 67, 68, 70, 71, 72, 73, and 74, commonly known as the Arthur 
School property, containing 19,590 square feet, improved by a brick 
eight-room schoolhouse. 

Square 722 contains parcels totaling 3,016 square feet, consisting 
···ot ground originally withheld by the Dish·ict of Columbia for alley 
purposes. 

Square 682, lot 12, a strip of ground 5 feet in width and taporing 
. to zero. ·Area not given. 

Square 721, a part of old E Street, a r emainder created by read
justment of the street to · conform to the contour lines of the Plaza. 
Area not given. 

CLAIM OF PRIVATE RALPH RHEES, UNITED STATES ARMY 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi
cation from the Comptroller General of the United States relative 
to the claim of Ralph Rhees, United States Army, whlch, with 
the accompanying report, was referred to the Committee on 
Claims. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 286) to provide for the ex
pen ·es of participation by the United States in the International 
Conference for the Purpose of Revising the International Con
vention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works was 
read twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EFF"FJCT OF GRAIN GRADING Ul'O~ EXPORTS FROM AMERIOAN PORTS 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr. President, recently ev
eral Senators and representative citizens of commerdal, mari
time and port de>elopment associations of seaport States along 
the Atlantic coa t from Maine to Virginia have been in confer
ence seeking to find a solution of the disadvantages which 
Atlantic seaports in the United States experience owing to the 

·diversion of American grain by export shipment through Mont
real and other Canadian ports. 

The extent to which our American ports have been affected 
by the difference in the systems of grain inspection in recent 
years is startling. 

Our exports of gt·ain vary enormou. Iy from about 135,000,000 
bushels in some years · to as -I ow as 40,000,000 bushels. When 

our exports are exceedingly high American grain cleared 
through Canada average 35 to 40 per cent. In the low year 
of 1924-25 it was more than 50 per cent. For the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1927, the amount of American grain that cleared 
the port of Montreal was approximately 67,000,000 bushels, and 
in the fiscal year of 1922 it was 34,000,000 bushels, nearly 100 
~r cent increase since the difference in the systems of grading 
grain was inaugurated. So long as there is an advantage 
whereby importers can dispose of No. 3 American wheat as No. 2 
by export through Montreal they are going to do it. It is 
doubtful if we can meet the situation by lowering American 
grades, for most of the grain graded in Montreal now is Ameri
can grain and Montreal can retaliate by further lowering the 
grades. We could respond to that only by continued lowering, 
and we would get to the point where Ame1ican grain would be 
discredited and only Canadian grain remain. 

Naturally the ports nearest the Canadian ports of Montreal, 
St. John, and Halifax ha>e suffered most, but every port along 
the seaboard _has felt, and is feeling, the effects of thls discrimi
nation in the gt·ading of Amelican grain for export. 

One Atlantic port, which formerly had four trans-Atlantic 
lines engaged in this busines , has now but one line, and its 
shipments of grain have been reduced to almost zero. It is 
only a matter of time, if the present tendency continues, when 
the larger part of the exportation of American grain will be 
through Canadian ports. 

There are se,-eral reasons for this situation. It is due, in 
part at least, because of the different methods employed by 
Canadian officials in the grading of American grain shipp€d for 
export, from tho e employed by United States officials in 
grading gt•ain that is exported through American ports. 

A conference at whi<;h Secretary Jardine was present, held 
some weeks ago by the representatives of the ports concerned 
and the seveml Senators interested, resulted in Secretary Jar
dine stating that he would give the matter further careful 
consideration, for the matter has been for years before his de
partment, and report later what, if anythlng, could be done 
to remove the obstacles that are resulting so disastrously in 
dimini. bing the exportation of American grain through our 
own ports. · 

Recently I received a letter from Secretary Jardine in which 
he states his conclu ions. He does not think favorably of 
proposed ·legislation that was discussed at the conference held. 
He now suggests negotiations through the State Department. 

I reque t, in order that all who have an interest may know 
what the present situation is, that the letter which Secretary 
Janline addressed to me on April -12, stating his final conclusion, 
and letters written by me to Secretary Jardine and to Secretary 
Kellogg, be printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL REOORD . 

.Me. COPELAND. Mr. President, before the request is granted 
I desire to say that we ought to ·expres our gratification for 
the able manner in which the Senator from Massachusetts bas 
gone into this matter so very thoroughly. It is a matter of 
great concern when we find that 93,000,000 bushels of American 
wheat went out through Montreal, while we exported through 
our Atlantic ports less than 40,000,000 bushels. I am very 
happy that the energetic Senator from :Massachusetts has moved 
in the matter. It i a question of great importance. 

Mr. W .ALSH of Mas..:achusetts. I will say to the Senator 
from New York that the figures he mentions are included in 
the letters which I have asked to have placed in the REcoRD. 
I will also say to the Senator that in a few days I expect to 
address the Senate somewhat at length upon the subject, and 
also submit a resolution asking that some action on the subject 
be undertaken. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the letters re
ferred to by the Senator from Massachusetts -will be printed 
in the RECORD . . 

The letters are as follows : 

Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

DEPARTMENT OF- AGRICULTURE, 

Washmgton, April 12, 1928. 

United States Be-nate. 
DEAR SENATOR WALSH: Following my recent conference with yon 

and repre entativ~s of the North Atlantic ports I have given careful 
consideration to the difficulties growing out of the grading by Canadian 
official"' of United States grain that is being exported thi·ough Montreal. 
I have also discussed the matter fully with the S~retary of State. In 
view of the fact that the grain involved is beyond the confines of the 
United States it is doubtful whether administrative action under exist
ing law, such as the United States grain standards act or new legis
lation supplementing it, would be effective in caring for tbe situation. 
It does appear, however, that some good may be accomplished by 
closer negotiations with Canadian · officials, and the Secretary of State 
has undertaken this. 



7418 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN ATE APRIL 30 
I do not feel that a: further conference with the interests represented 

n t our meeting would serve any useful purpose. I shall be glad to 
let you know the outcome of the negotiations with the Canadian 
officials. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. M. JARDINE, Secretary. 

APRIL 21, 1928. 
Ron. WILLIAM M. JARDINE, 

Secretary of Agriculture, Washington, D. a. 
MY DEAR SECRETARY JARDINE: 1 acknowledge your letter of April 12. 
I think all parties concerned recognize the difficulties inherent in 

the present situation, yet the fact remains that the consequences to 
our American ports and American commerce by reason of the diversion 
of our export grain trade to Canadian ports are so grave that it 
seem:J to me we should not lightly conclude that the only relief lies in 
the ability of our State Department to persuade Canada to rectify 
her existing grain regulations as will result in restoring to us the 
export trade Canada is now enjoying. 

At our recent conference you pointed to the fact that since 1920 
American grain cleared through Montreal for export has increased from 
about 5 per cent to about 35 per cent, and that it is tending to still 
greater increase. Others cited figures to show that export grain ship
ments through Boston and Portland, Me., had faded almost to zero. 

Though rail rates play some part in this condition, our difficulty 
is largely due to the fact that American grain exported through Canada 
is not subject to the same inspection which is imposed on it here-
that American wheat passes thrJugh Canadian ports at lower grades 
than through American ports-that the "dockage" imposed here and 
not imposed in Canada represents a difference of several cents a bushel 
to the profit of the exporter who ships through Montreal. 

I note that you write that "some good may be accomplished by 
closer negotiations with Canadian officials." I trust that may prove 
to be true. But I believe that there should be concerted endeavors, 
in part by adminish·ative action by your department, in part by pres
sure upon Canada through diplomatic channels, and in part, perhaps, 
by legislative action with a view toward retaliatory action to Canada 
and a withdrawal of some Qf the privileges we now · accord to her 
exporters. 

Unless there is some indication in the near future that the diplo· 
matic negotiations to which you allude are to be productive o! effec
tive results, I shall feel obliged to ask Congress to canvass all aspects 
of the existing perils to American trade and commerce due to encroach
ments from Canada. 

Sincerely yours, 
DAVID I. WALSH. 

APRIL 21, 1928. 
Hon. FRANK B. KELLOGG, 

Secvetary of S.tate, State Department, Washington, D. a. 
MY VEAR SECRETARY KELLOGG: With other Senators whose constituents 

have similar concern to my own over the diversion to Canada of 
American export grain trade, which rightly belong to our own ports 
and our own ships, I have recently been in consultation with Secretary 
of Agriculture .Jardine on this_ subject with a view to discovering what 
steps, administrative or legislative, ought to be taken by this Govern
ment to counteract this increasingly serious situation. 

Secretary .Jardine now advises me that this subject is receiving the 
attention of y·our department, and that negotiations with Canada are 
now in progress on this score. I hope that a strong assertion of 
American interests in Us own export trade may result in a modification 
by Canada of its present policy with respect to American grain ship
ments. I rely upon you. to advise me as promptly as the circumstances 
permit of the success of these negotiations. 

For your information I inclose copy of my own reply to Secretary 
.Jardine's recent communication to me on this subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
DAVID I. WALSH. 

BOULDER. DAM 

l\11·. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, a few days ago I 
had inserted in the RECORD a report of some of the testimony 
taken by the Federal Trade Commission relating to public 
uti iities. Because no particular publicity has been given the 
matter by the press generally, I ask that there be inserted in 
the RECORD an article appearing in Saturday's Washington 
Herald setting forth in general some ot: the testimony adduced 
the clay before. I desire to read a few extracts f~om it The 
first is as follow~: 

Propaganda against the Boulder Dam bill proved the main, if not 
the exclusive, activity of the po.wet· people, whose funds include the 
$1.100,000 being spent by the National Electric Light Association this 
year and the $400,000 collected since last .Tune 1 by the joint com
mittee of utility associations, tile more specialized agent of anti
Boulder Dam activity. 

I call the attention of the Senate particularly to the fol
lowing: 

2. Judge Healy put into the record a letter by Oxley to the Pennsyl
vania State utility information director asking for a list of State 
legislators in Pennsylvania because "we have a particUlar piece of 
work which we wish to do with them." 

I call attention also to the following! 
4. The minutes of the National Electric Light Association's public 

policy committee, beaded by Russell H. Ballard, president of the 
Southern California Edi on Co., threw light on the motive for an 
annual payment of $30,000 a year to the Harvard University School 
o.f Business Administration. The committee is on record as approving 
this payment on the ground that it will result in a text-book from 
Harvard on public regulation of utilities and "a textbook covering 
this ground would better appear under academic auspices than as a 
publication of the association.'' 

Again : 
5. The public policy committee voted to add to. the $150,000 appro

priated by the Puget Sound Power & Light Co. to attempt a publicity 
campaign demonstrating the failure o! the Seattle municipally ownerl 
electric light plant. The policy committee said: 

"Seattle's rates are continually cited as lower thau those charged 
by privately owned plants; the claim of succes ful results of such a 
policy in Seattle is dangerous and requires refutation." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the matter re
ferred to will be printed in the RECORD. 

The article referred to is as follows : 
POWER INQUIRY DIGS DEEPER lN PROPAGANDA's FAR-FLUNG NET-HAND 

OF GIANT CORPORATIONS FASTENED ON NEWSPAPERS ANI> SCHOOI.S, 

PROBERS FIND--METHODS UNPARALLELED 

By Edwin J. Clapp 

The ht!aring yesterday in the Federal Trade Commis ion's investiga
tion of the power lobby brought out the unparalleled methods by which 
the public utility interests have got hold of the newspapers and schools 
which form the public opinion of the country, and the legislators who 
pass its laws. 

In solemn review, Judge Healy, counsel of the commission, conducted 
a parade of subsidized professors and writers who prepared books and 
delivered lectures paid for by the power lobby, which then disseminated 
this literature through the country disguised as bona fide investigations 
by impartial scientific men. 

STUCK TO PROPAGANDA 

Propaganda against the Boulder Dam bill proved tbc main, if not the 
exclush·e, activity of the power people, whose funds include the $1,100,-
000 being spent by the National Electric Light Association this year 
and tne $400,000 collected since last June 1 by the joint committee of 
utility associations, the more specialized agent of anti-Boulder Dam 
activity. 

Among the day's revelations of the marvelous workings of light and 
power in the year 1928 were the following : 

1. George F . Oxley, publicity director for the National Electric Light 
Association, defended the practice of inspiring newspaper editorials 
with the novel explanation that "it is absolutely fair for me to put into 
the h:u1ds of the editor material so that be can reflect on his own 
views in editorials." 

2. Judge Healy put into the record a letter by Oxley to the Penn
sylvania State utility information director asking for a list of State 
legislators in Pennsylvania because " we have a particular piece of work 
which we wish to do with them." 

$100 A WEEK FOR BOH~ 

3. Dr. Frank Bohn, a wl'iter, was revealPd as recipient of a retainer 
of $100 a week from the joint committee of National Utility Associa
tions while be was publishing power articles in the Sunday edition of 
the N"ew York Times of October 2, 1927, and October 30, 1927. 

4. The minutes of the National Electric Light Association's public 
policy committee, headed by RusseJI H. Ballard, president of the South
ern California Edi on Co., threw light on the motive for an annual 
payment of $30,000 a year to the Harvard University School of Busi
ness Administration. The committee is on record as approving this 
payment on tl1e ground that it will result in a textbook from Harvard 
on public regulation of utilities and "a textbook covering this ground 
would. better appear under academic auspices thap as a publication of 
the association." 

5. The public policy committee voted to add to the $150,000 appro
priated by the Puget Sound Power & Light Co. to attempt a publicity 
campaign demonstrating the failure of the Seattle municipally owned 
electric-light plant. The policy committee said: 

" Seattle's rates are continually cited as lower than those charged by 
privately owned plants; the claim of successful results of such a policy 
in Seattle is dangerous and requires refutation." 
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6. Paul Clapp, Irullln.ging director of the ~ational Electric Light Asso

ciation, testified to a swing around the circle in the Southwest and 
Southeast, organizing meetings of utility executives, subordinate offi
cialr;, and employees to stir up " generally diffused " opposltion to the 
Swing-J olmson bill for Boulder Dam. · 

7. Alfred Fisher, director of the Missouri committee on public-utility 
Information, in 1026 reported to Oxley that "the most important work 
done by the Missouri committee last year was in directing the attention 
of the industry to textbooks in public schools. You will agree with me 
that it wouW be most unwise to give this work any publicity." He 
addPd: " It is a matter for executive session between leaders of the 
industry, writers of textbooks, and printers thereof." 

8. Pt·af. ThPodore J. Grayson, of the University of Pennsylvania, is 
shown as the recipient of $407.27 as "fees and expenses" for a public 
l('cture delivered in New Orleans last October. The news report of the 
Jectm·e, sent to editors by Grayson as a Pennsylvania professor, dis
closes that he classed Boulder Dam advocates with socialists. This 
designation would include such supporters of the legislation as the Los 
Angele · Chamber of Commerce, John Hays Hammond, Gen. George W. 

-Goethals, and President Coolidge. 
$291.50 FOR A LECTURE 

Grayson received an additional $291.50 for a lecture at Richmond on 
December 1 last, and $288.29 for another address at Geneva, N. Y., on 
-December 31. Judge Stephen B. Davis, New York bead of the power 
lobby, in a letter to the Federal Trade Commission of ~larch 21, 1928, 
wrote that "Mr. Grayson is an official of the New Jersey Public Utility 
Association as well as a college professor." The commission has also 
learned he is a Philadelphia lawyer, attorney for the New Jersey Water 
Service Co. 

Doctor Bohn was shown to have been paid $100 a -week from July 16 
. to November 23, 1927. Maj. J. S. S. Richardson, publicity director of 
the joint committee, testifi~>d Thursday Bohn was paid this sum for 
"editing." His activity during this period included an article, " SupE>r
power era of electricity," published in the Sunday New York Times of 
October 2, 1927, and an article, "The struggle over Government versus 
private development of water power," in the Sunday New York Times of 
October 30, 1927. In the October 30 article Doctor Bohn carefully bal
anced the advantages of public versus private ownership, with the 
balance always slightly in favor of private ownership. 

ADDRESSES SOUGHT 

-The docto.r's services were further explained in a letter of Septem
ber 16, 1927, written by George F. Oxley, of the National Electric Light 
Association, to Thorne Brown, director of the Mid West of the National 
Electric Light Association, and reading: 

" I am taking up with the joint committee the question of whether 
'it is po sible to arrange for Mr. Frank Bohn to make 'two or three 
aduitional addresses while he is in your division, and I am asking Judge 
Davis to correspond with you direct." · 

Perhaps the most amusing exhibit in the hearing is a Jetter written 
by Prof. E. A. Stewart, of the University of Minnesota, in 1925, to 
Dr. S. S. Wyer, long-established writer against public ownership, whose 
wares have been broadcast by the National Electric Light Association 
and the joint committee. Stewart thanks Wyer for sending him a 
pampWet disputing the success of the Government-owned power system 
of the Province of Ontario. The professor writes that after reading a 
few of the excerpts contained in Wyer's pamphlet, "I couldn't help 
but think of the song : 

" • HaJlelujah ! Thine the glory, 
Hallelujah, Amen. 

Hallelujah, Thil1e the glory, 
Revive us again ! ' " 

TRIES IT HIMSELF 

Professor Stewart became so affected by the Wyer effort that be has 
recently himself made an elaborate report on what he calls the failure 
of the Ontario plan for providing cbenp electricity for farmers. The 
pamphlet is being given nation-wide disb·ibution by a Minneapolis pub
lic utility. 

Dr. S. S. Wyer is author of the latest anti-Boulder Dam pamphlet 
entitled " Study of the Boulder Dam Project," by Samuel S. Wyer, 
consulting engineer. This pamphlet, issued by the Ohio State Chamber 
of Commerce on .January 30, 1928, and one of the exhibits introduced 
into the record, has been distributed broadcast through the country and 
put into the bands of every Representative and Senator. 

The Ohio State Chamber of Commerce came into the picture yesterday 
when George B. Chandler, its secretary, was shown by exhibits and 
testimony to have labored for an anti-Boulder Dam resolution at a 
meeting of State chambers of commerce officials assembled in Atlantic 
City, 

He actually succeeded in getting such a resolution considered favor
ably by the Connecticut Chamber of Commerce. However, they insisted 
upon expert advice as to what to do about BQulder Dam, and voted 

against it only after an adverse resolution bad been prepared and sub
_mitted by Samuel Ferguson, president of the Hartford Electric Light Co. 

W.ANTED AN INQUIRY . 

The next move for delaying action on Boulder Dam was prefigured by 
a resolutiQn presented at the February 16, 1928, meeting of tbe public 
policy committee of the National Electric Light Association. The min
utes of this session contain the following item : 

" Mr. Paul A.. Schollkopf, of the Niagara Falls Power Co., presented 
to the committee the desirability of securing an independent engineering 
investigation on the Colorado· River. It was suggested that the United 
States Chamber of Commerce might properly set up a commission with · 
the object in view of determining the soundest possible engineering 
treatment of the river, such a study to be started promptly in order 
that it may be completed early this fall." . 

The power lobby's method of working the newspapers is nicely illus
ti·ated in a letter of January 19, 1926, written by Oxley, of the light 
association, to Richardson, then bead of the Pennsylvania public service 

·information committee: 
" Inclosed please find uncorrected proof of an editorial which will be 

published in the .January 21 issue of the Progressive Labor World, which, 
Qf course, you know. Arrangements have been made to have the re
vised proofs of the editorial in the bands of Charles Penrose to-morrow. 

"I thought it might be possible for you to call the editorial to the 
attention of some of your newspaper friends and perhaps the Associated 
Press representatives with a view to having them list at least a part 
of it for use in SQme other paper in the city." 

GREENWOOD'S ' BOOK 

Yesterday's bearings gave further information regarding the propa
ganda book, "Aladdin, U. S. A.," by Ernest Greenwood, former member 
of the District of Columbia school board. The book was financed by 
the National Electl'ic Light Association, which advanced $5,000 in money 
to Greenwood and then purchased 5,000 copies for $7,500 from Harper 
& Bros., publishers, "in anticipation of reselling " to public utility 
companies. • 

Oxley, in a letter of January 8, 1928, "to member company execu
tives," urged the wide distribution of the book and added the following 
quaint comment on its scientific value: 

"Thomas A. Edison bas written a foreword to the book and author
ized the use of an autographed photograph as frontispiece. This, of 
course, will add to the value and convincing quality of the material in 
the book." . · -

.On January 13, 1928, Oxley again circularized "member company 
executives " with a " pamphlet reprint of an article by Ernest Green
wood which will appear in the February issue of the Industrial Digest." 
The magazine article, attached to Oxley's letter, was entitled "Pan
ning public utilities," and the subtitle was "What is the basis of the 
popular pastime of picking on organizations with clean business records 
which always have paid dividends to their security holders?" 

WOMAN URGES BOOK 

Sophia Malicki, chairman of the women's committee of the National 
Elecb·ic Light Association, on March 22, 1928, addressed an appeal to 
" chairmen Qf women's committees " : 

" 'Aladdin, U. S. A.,' by Ernest Greenwood, is a book every member 
of the electrical industry ought to read. Students and club members 
frequently ask for material on the industry; this book is an authorita
tive source. Teachers and librarians will appreciate having the book 
brought to their attention or given them." 

Further data were produced with respect to the trip to "\\asbington 
made by ex-Gov. James G. Scrogham, of ~evada, in January, to confer 
with Judge Stephen B. Davis, director of the joint committee o:t 
·Nationa(Utility Associations, which is leading the fight against Boulder 
Dam. For this trip Governor Scrogham was paid $600 expense money. 
The controversy is still unsettled as to whether Scrogham invited 
himself to the conference or was invited by Judge Davis. Governor 
Scrogham has been an outstanding advocate of Boulder Dam legislation. 

The exact date of the Scrugham-Davis conference was established as 
January 19 by an entry in an expense memorandum prepared by Judge 
Davis, accounting for a matter of $3,395.04 of special expenses from 
December 9, 1927, to January 25, 1928. Attention was called to the 
fact that from January 12 to .January 27 .Judge Davis and George B. 
Cortelyou, president of the Consolidated Gas Co., of New York, and 
chairman of the joint CQmmittee, were together in Washington, as 
shown by an item of $1,282.14, described as expended for "Mayflower 
Hotel-Mr. Cortelyou and Judge Davis, railroad tickets, meals, and 
incidentals." 

Scrugbam apparently arrived in Washington in the middle of this 
period. Davis and Cortelyou were obviously in Washington fighting 
the Walsh resolution for investigation of the so-called Power Trust, for 

·the resolution was defeated after Senate committee hearings on January 
16 to 21, inclusive. 

Yesterday afternoon the commis ion's hearings adjourned until nc.."'tt 
Wednesday to give time to digest the trunk full of additional sub
prenaed documents dumped in the hearing room yesterday, 
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ODDIE SCORES SCRUORAM FOR ,POWER LOBBY PAY 

Senator TA.SKEn- Ooom, of Nevada, yesterday made a statement criti
cizing ex-Gov . .James G. Scrogham, of Nevada, for accepting money 
from t he power lobby : 

"I was amazed that ex-Governor Scrogham should have accepted 
money from the power interests which are trying to defeat the Boulder 
Dam legislation. · 

" This partly accounts for some of the opposition on the part of 
Secretary Work and ex-Governor Scrugham to myself and to some of the 
important features of my stand on Boulder Dam legislation. 

" Secretary Work and ex-Governor Scrogham have been working very 
closely together, and ex-Governor Scrogham is Secretary Work's personal 
representative on these matters in Nevada. 

"Their attacks on my policy, in my opinion, were for the purpose 
of embarrassing th·e Boulder Dam legislation which we are trying to 
get throngh. 

" I can see now where some of this influence came from." 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, following the example set 
by the Senato:.; from .Montana, who is a past master in filling 
the REC<t>RD with articles from th~ press, the time has arrived 

·when I should declare the fact that there is a more insidious 
·lobby here for the Boulder Dam bitl than there is against the 
Boulder Dam bill. 

I have no criticism of the Senator from Montana for filling 
the RECORD. His resolution proposing to allow him to investi
gate the Power Trust was defeated and my colleague and I 
voted with him. Doubtless he feels that if he could have dis
seminated this information from his committee rather than 
have it filtered out through the Federal Trade Commission it 
might have some · favorable e:ffect upon certain presidential 
aspirations. · · 

I ask the clerk to read from the Evening Tribune of San 
Diego, Calif., of date of April 20. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the clerk will 
eread, as requested. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows : 
[l!"rom the San Diego Tribune, April 20, 1928] 

, SEEK FUNDS HERE FOB BOULDER LOBBY 

C. A. Hall and George Whitlock, of the American Conservation 
Club of Imperial Valley, are in San Diego seeking funds to help swell 
the $100,000 total necessary to maintain the lobby in Washington this 
year to " put through " the Boulder Canyon Dam legislation. 

" 'l"'he people of the valley can't carry all the load," declared Hall 
yesterday; "and they are appealing to San Diego County, which will 
benefit almost as much as Imperial from the dam construction, to 
help carry on the work." I 

I regret that the Senator's resolution to allow him to in
r-estigate the Power Trust was not adopted. The Senator 
is a thorough investigator and holds the scales fairly. I ask 
him now to hold the scales fairly on the Boulder Dam question 
and to print in the RECORD the views of both sides instead of 
one. A man fit to aspire to the Presidency ought not to pre
sent one side only of a great controversy'". 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I merely desire 
to say that I - am particularly interested in the investigation 
that is being conducted by the Federal Trade Commission. It is 
natural that I should be. But the Boulder Dam question is a 
mere incident of that investigation. 

PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES 

1\Ir. ROBINSON of Arkansas. 1\fr. President, I desire to 
submit a resolution and ask its reference to the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of th"e Senate. The 
resolution provides for the appointment of a special committee 

. of five Members of the Senate to4 inqUil'e into expenditures in · 
connection with the presidential eampaign. It is believed that 
the committee created under similar · resolutions pr"eviously 
adopted by the Senate have served a· useful and· a wholesome 
purpose and many· Senators beli-eve that such a resolution and 
such a committee would prove helpful in informing the public 
and the Senate in connection with this important subject. 

I submit the resolution, which I believe to be in form identical 
with that proposed four years ago by the Senator from Idaho 
[1\Ir. BoRAH] a~d adopted by the S.enate, and ask that it be 
reported and referred tf) the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will report the resolu
tion. 

The Chief Clerk read the resolution ( S. Res. 214) , as follows : 
Resol l'ed, That a special committee of five be appointed by the Presid

ing Officer of the Senate to investigate forthwith and report to the 
Senate as soon as possible the e3;mpaign expenditures of the various 
presidential candidates in both parties, the names of the persons, firms, 

or corporations subscribing, the amount contributed, the method of 
expenditure of said sums, and all facts in relation thel'eto, not only as 
to the subscriptions of money and expenditures thereof but as to the use 
of any other means or influence, including the promise or use of patron
age and the providing of funds for setting up contesting delegations, 
and all other facts in relation thereto that would not only be of public 
interest but would aid the Congress in any necessary remedial legis
lation. 

That said committee is hereby empowered to sit and act at such time 
and place as it may deem necessary ; to require, by subpoona or other
wise, the attendance of witnesses, the production of books, papers, and 
documents ; to employ stenographers at a cost of not exceeding $1 per 
printed page. The chajl'man of the committee or any membel' thereof 
may administer oaths to witnesses. Subpoonas for witnesses shall be 
issued under the signature of the chairman of the committee or sub
committee thereof. Every person who, having been summoned as a. 
witness by authority of said committee ot· any subcommittee thert'of, 
willfully makes default, or who, having appeared, refuses to answer any 
question pertinent to the investigation heretofore authorized shall be 
held to the penalties provided by section 102 of the Revised Statutes of 
the United States. 

The expense thereof shall be paid from the contingent fund of the 
Senate on vouchers ordered by said committee, signed by the chairman 
thereof and appt·oved by the Committee to Audit and Control the Con
tingent Expenses of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be referred to 
the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of 
the Senate. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Mr. WARREN presented a resolution adopted by the Laramie 
Council of Industry of Laramie, Wyo., favoring the passage of 
legislation to establish a mining experiment station in Wyoming, 
which was referred to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

Mr. JONES presented telegrams and letters in the nature of 
memorials from various organizations, attorneys, and citizens of 
the ·State of Washington, remonstrating against the passage of 
the bill ( S. 3151) to limit the jurisdiction of district courts of 
the United States, which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a resolution of the Seattle (Wash.) Cham
ber of Commerce. protesting against the passage of the bill 
( S. 3151) to limit the jurisdiction of district courts of the; 
United States, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a resolution of the Seattle (Wash.) Cham
ber of Commerce, protesting against the passage of Senate bill 
1093, the so-called Caraway bill, prohibiting the sale of cotton 
and grain in future markets, which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

He also presented a resolution of the Seattle (Wash.) Cham
ber of Commerce, protesting against the passage of Senate bill 
1094, amending the practice and procedure ih the Federal courts, 
which was ordered to lie on tile table. 

He also presented a resolution of the Seattle (Wash.) Cham
ber of Commerce, favoring the passage of House biU 5641, the 
so-called Parker-Watson bill, to limit the unification of carriers 
engaged in interstate commerce, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a resolution of the Seattle (Wash.) Cham
ber of Commerce, favoring the passage of legislation providing 
for aided and directed settlement on Federal reclamation proj
ects, which was referred to the Committee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation. 

Mr. CAPPER presented resolutions adopted by the Lions Club 
of Winfield, Kans. , favoring the passage of the so-called Capper
Johnson universal draft bill, which were referred to the -Com-
II,littee on Military Affairs. • ' . ' · - _ 

LANDOWNERS IN THE ATCHAFALAYA FLOOD WAY 

:Mr. STECK presented a letter from H. R. Trewin, secretary 
St . .1.\Iartin Land Co., of Cedar Rapids, Iowa, relative- to lands 
iil the A.tchafalaya flood way "in connection with flood-control 
plans, which was referred ~o the Committee on Commerce. 

JURISDICTION OF DISTRICT COURTS 

1\fr. SHORTRIDGE presented telegrams in the nature of 
memorials from 1\Iessrs. Brobeek, Phlegffi· & Harrison; Miller 
& Boyken; Sloss & Ackerman; Francis V. Keesling ; Herbert W. 
Clark; Ira S. Lillick, all attorneys at law, of San Francisco, 
and a letter in the nature of a memorial from 'Villia~ H. Barry, 
manager Master Printers Association, of Los Angeles, all in the 
State of California, remonstrating against the passage of the 
bill ( S. 3151) to limit the jurisdiction of district couxts of the 
United States, which were ordered to lie on the table and to ba 

·printed in the RECORI)., as follows : 
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., April 1!, 19!8. 

Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, 
United States Senate, Washi1tgton, D. a.: 

We are informed that Senate Judiciary Committee has approved Sen
ate bill 3151, which would have the effect of depriving Federal courts of 
jurisdiction in equity to protect private litigants in their rights under 
Federal Constitution. We respectfully protest against this legislation as 
being unwise and dangerous and urge you to oppose its adoption. 

BROBECK, PHLEGER & HARRISON. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., ApriZ 1!, 191!8. 
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. a.: 
As practicing attorneys in Federal court we desire to express our dis

approval of Senate bill No. 3151, taking certain jurisdiction from United 
States district courts and giving it to State courts, and hope you will see 
fit to vigorously oppose passage in Senate. · 

MILLER & BOYKEN. 

SAN FRA~CISCO, CALIF., April 12, 19!8. 
Ron. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, 

United States Senator, Washington, D. a.: 
We earnestly hope and urge you will oppose passage of Senate bill 

3151, favorably reported by Judiciary Committee. Proposed legislation 
would deprive Federal courts of jurisdiction in many cases in which 
resort to those courts bas been shown by experience of over a century 
to be necessary to insure impartial administration of justice. 

SLOSS & ACKERMAN. 

SAN FlUNClSCO, C.A.Llll'., Apt"il 21, 1928. 
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, 

United States Senator, Washington, D. a.: 
I m·ge yom oprJosition to Senate bill 3151, now in Senate Judiciary 

Committee, abolishing right to r emove cases to Federal courts on ground 
of diversity of c1tizenship, because it is subversive of the principle 
which extends to citizens of diverse citizenship the protection of Fed-
eral courts. 

FRANCIS V. KEESLING. 

SAN FRANCISCO~ CALIF., April 12, 1928. 
Senator SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
We protest most earnestly against Senate bill 3151, attempting to 

deprive United States courts of jurisdiction which they have had for 
many years and giving this to State courts. Necessary result would 
be conflict of decisions in di1l'erent States and would remove great 
bulwark of protection to property interests. Have canvassed senti
ment among many prominent attorneys in San Francisco, and they 
are all unanimous in condemnation of bill. Would be great blow to 
stability· and certainty of law and distinctly a backward rather than a 
forward step. My partners join me in asking you to use your utmost 
efforts to prevent the passage of this most pernicious bill. 

HERBERT W. CLARK. 

SAN FILL.~crsco; CALIF., April 13, 1928. 
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,. 

The Senate, W~Uhington, D. 0.: 
In common with other lawyers to whom we have spoken and with 

what we understand is the consensus of opinion, we desire to most 
earnestly protest against adoption of Senate bill 3151, which we under
stand alters forum for constitutional questions. My six associates 
join me in this protest. 

IRA S. LILLICK. 

MASTER PRINTERS ASSOCIATION, 
OFFICE OF SECRETARY-MANAGER, 

Los Angeles, April 11, 19!8. 
Senator SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, 

United States Senate, Washingto", D. a. 
DEAR SIR : This association has been informed that S. 3151, by 

Senator NORRIS, of Nebraska, is another assault on our Federal judicial 
system. We are appealing to you as the only defender against rad
icalism that California has in the United States Senate to throw your 
strength against this revolutionary measure which, if enacted into law, 
-would wreck the whole scheme of the Federal judicial system. 

Very truly yours, 
MASTER PRINTERS ASSOCIATION, 
WM. H. BARRY, Manager_. 

l\Ir. FLETCHER. Mr. President, there is pending before 
the Senate a very important bill, S. 3151, to limit the juris-

in the Florida Times-Union of April 28, 1928, and a letter from 
John J. Swearingen, of Bartow, Fla., on the same subject. · 

1\fr. WALSH of .Montana. 1\lr. President, will the Senator 
kindly tell us what the bill is? 

Mr. FLETCHER. It is a bill . reported from the Judiciary 
Committee, introduced by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
NoRRis], to amend the code so as to limit the jurisdiction of 
Federal courts, particularly with reference to adverse citizen-
ship. · 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

[From the American Bar Association Journal] 
WHITTLING AWAY A..T THE FEDERAL TRIBUNALS 

Bills which vitally concern the administration of justice in the Fed
eral courts ar1! pending in Congress. They deserve and should receive 
the attention o~ the entire bar. 

The Caraway bill is the effort, made familiar at previous sessions, to 
destroy the power of Federal judges to comment on the credibility of 
witnesses or the weight of evidence. It has been passed by the Senate 
and is pending before the House Judiciary Committee. 

The American Bar Association is on record as being strongly against 
this measure. And with good reason. It runs counter to a principle 
which lies at the heart of the present general movement for the im
provement of the administration of criminal justice. Restoration to the 
State judges of the common-law power of the judge to do exactly the 
thing complained of in this bill is recognized as a needed step by the 
various bodies that have been giving most attention to the subject. 

If just verdicts are the objects of trials, why · deprive the jury of the 
help it so plainly needs? Juries are not versed in the fine art of weigh
ing the evidence. The judge by his comment has the opportunity to give 
t hem the valuable aid of his long experience in weighing and analyzing 
testimony; he can explain to them the processes by which they can find 
the truth and· distinguish it from error. 

'l'he Fi!deral judges have this power now and it works well. It is 
to a large extent the secret of the greater efficiency of the Federal 
courts as compared with a large majority of the State courts. The 
efficiency of English courts in the administration of criminal justice 
rests to a large extent on this power. To throw it away in the Fed
eral district courts would be a step backward, and one that the Nation 
can not afford to bave taken. 

'l'wo other pending bills would a1l'ect the jurisdiction of the United 
States district courts in cases where it is grounded on diversity of 
citizenship. One (S. 3151) would take away all jurisdictio.n in such cases, 
and it has been reported favorably by the Judiciary Committee of the 
Senate. The other (H. R. 6679) raises the 'amount necessary to give 
jurisdiction in such cases from $3,000 to $10,000, and the subcommittee 
of the Judiciary Committee bas reported to that body in favor of an 
increase to $5,000. 

The report of the Senate Judiciary Committee on the Senate bill to 
take this jurisdiction entirely away observes that "the only reason why 
this kind of jurisdiction was originally given to United States courts 
in preference to State courts was because it was believed that a prejudice 
would exist in State courts against nonresident litigants. Whatever rea
son may have existed for this belief, it is certain it has long since dis
appeared and there is no reason now why a nonresident litigant can 
not get the same justice in State courts that is secured by residents of 
the State." 

In spite of the categorical way In which it is stated, probably very 
few practicing lawyers would agree with this generalization. In an 
address at the San Francisco meeting of the American Bar Association, 
Chief Justice Taft, while disclaiming any discussion of legislative policy, 
made the following pertinent remarks by way of comment on the pro
posal to relieve the Federal courts of congestion by taking away this 
jurisdiction : 

"I venture to think that there may be a strong dissent from the 'View 
that danger of local prejudice in State courts against nonresidents is 
at an end. Litigants from the eastern part of the country who are 
expected to invest their capital in the West or South will hardly con
cede the proposition that their interests as creditors will be Rli! sure 
of impartial judicial consideration in a Western or Southern State 
as in a Federal court. 

" The material question is not so much whether the justice adminis
tered is actually impartial and fair, as it is whether it is thought to 
be so by those who are considering the wisdom of investing their 
capital in States where that capital is needed for the promotion of enter
prises and industrial and commercial progress. No single element-and 
I want to <.omphasize this because I don't think it is always thought of
no single element in our governmental system bas done so much to se
cure capital for the legitimate development of enterprises throughout 
the West and South as the existence of Federal courts there, with a 

diction of district courts of· the United States. For general jurisdiction to hear diverse citi.zenship cases." 
enlightenment on the subject I offer and ask to have printed I The committee report in question further observes that "there is no 
in the RECORD an editorial appearing in the American Bar logical reason why there should be an arbitrary ,distinction as to the 
Association Journal of April, 1928; also an editorial appearing amount in controversy. It there is any reason why the United States 
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district court should have jurisdiction of cases between citizens of dif
ferent States, where the amount in controversy is over $3,000, it would 
seem only just and fair that' it should likewise have similar jurisdiction 
whet·e the amount is under $3,000." 

Not necessarily. Assuming that there is a reason why the United 
States distt·ict courts should have jurisdiction in diverse citizenship 
cases-and a very good reason was suggested above-it does not by any 
means follow that a distinction as to jwisdictional amount is illogical 
or unfair. If the legislators are of the opinion that the danger of 
prejudice or partiality, fot· instance, may arise in the case of litigation 
involving fairly large amounts and Is quite unlikely in the case of less 
important litigation, it is entirely logical and fair for it to decide, in 
the light of experience and all the facts obtainable, on the amount re
quired to give jurisdiction. Legislation is familiar with such distinc
tions, which are not arbitrary but represent a working formula giving 
due weight to various factors. Congress has heretofore found the device 
worth while. 

Another measure is known as the Shipstead injunction bill and its pur
pose is to add a new section to chapter 2 of the Judicial Code, reading 
as follows: 

"Elquity courts shall have jurisdiction to protect property when there 
is no remedy at law; for the purpose of determining such jurisdiction, 
nothing shall be held to be property unless it is tangible and transfer
able, and all laws and parts of laws inconsistent herewith are hereby 
repealed." 

The proposal on its face would leave tbe equity courts free in a 
proper case to emp1oy the writ of injunction to protect physical prop
erty-using the word tangible in its customary sense-but would de
prive them of the authority to exercise this power where the property in 
question was intangible, though it might conceivably be much more 
valuable and more likely to suffer h·reparable injury than the tangible 
property. 

F'or example, the plant would have a right to this protection, but 
the right to carry on one's business, the right to work, the right to 
engage in an occupation or profession, the right to employ, would 
be dept·ived of it as not being "tangible property." 

The bill also deprives the Federal courts of jurisdiction in equity suits 
on complaint of the United States as well as of private citizens. It un
dertakes to deprive these courts of jurisdiction in all cases where there 
is any remedy at law, notwithstanding that the remedy is inadequate. 
It does not apply alone to labot· disputes, where the conflict over the 
u e of injunctions is fiercest-but also deprives all intangible property 
of protection by means of injunctions. 

A proposal so drastic in character-so narrow in its conception of 
the sort of " property " that is entitled to the full protection of the 
courts-so extensive in scope and in possible consequences, can not 
commend itself to the bar as a sober and reasoned effort to improve 
the administration of justice. It will also doubtless strike many mem
bers of the. bar as something that can not be done-as an attempt to 
take away an inherent judicial power with which the legislature has 
no right to interfere. 

As above suggested, the bar should give each of these measures its 
attention and express its opinion upon them personally and through 
its accredited organizations. The powers, jurisdiction, and functioning 
of the Federal com·ts are matters that peculiarly concern its members, 
and a strictly professional and impat·tial view is greatly needed to coun
teract the political atmosphere in which these proposed changes are 
brought forward. 

[From the Florida Times Union, April 28, 19281 
NO DEMAND FOR CHANGE IN LAW 

There is no demand whatever, .so far as has been noted, for changing 
the law that for a century and a half has made effective the provision 
of the Constitution for the establishment and maintenance of Federal 
courts, which change is proposed in Senate bill 3151, introduced by 
Senator Nonnrs, of Nebraska, and reported to the Senate bY the Judi
ciary Committee of that legislative body. 

On the other hand, there are emphatic protests against the bill, 
including that of the Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court, 
who is reported to have said that this bill has features that can be 
regarded only as most undesirable and harmful. Similar criticism, 
more freely expressed, however, comes from prominent members of the 
-bar and from individual attorneys at law who have made careful 
study of this proposed change in the law whereby it is proposed to 
limit and restrict the jurisdiction of the district courts of the United 
States to an extent regarded as highly prejudicial to the best interests 
of the people, and especially of those who have occasion to seek the 
protection of their interests through the Federal courts. 

It is true that tbe Senate Judiciary Committee has reported the bill 
to the Senate where it now reposes, to be taken up at any time for 
final action. But, as called to public attention recently, the .Judiciary 
Committee did not consider it worth while to give opportunity for a 
hearing of those opposed to the bill, Senator Nonms, chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, explaining that he thought hearings on the bill 
were not neces ary. He further stated that the bill, for which he 
stands sponsor, is " purely a question of practice that the lawyers ou 

the Judiciary Committee understand as well as other attorneys." To 
this, reply has been made to the effect that " anyone who read the 
list of the Senators who now compose the Judiciary Committee will note 
a sad falling off from the time when eminent lawyers like Edmunds 
and Thurman, to mention no more, were its ornament and protection." . 

Notwithstanding the statement made by Senator NORRIS, as above 
quoted, eminent lawyers, men gifted with understanding and also pos
sessing a high sense of right and justice, have expressed their emphatic 
disapproval of the Norris bill, asserting, in the language of one such, 
who has made a painstaking and thorough study of this bill and its 
effect, that "the bill if enacted would inflict incalculable harm upon 
the citizens of this country," as was set forth in a preceding article 
published in these columns. 

It is impossible here to discuss Senate bill 3151 in all its various 
details and to set forth the various forms of disaster it portends and 
threatens to bring upon the people in the form of revised or amended 
law ·that is wholly unnecessary. Moreover, in its present stage the bill 
is one calling for the immediate and serious attention of Members of 
Co-ngress, Senators and Representatives from Florida, as from other 
States, who can not desire to see the interests of their constituents 
imperiled, their rights and privileges under present law swept away, 
with the jurisdiction of certain courts that stand as guardians of the 
property and investment rights of the people curtailed to an extent 
that makes such courts powerless to aid the people when the latter 
are called upon to defend their rights and privileges under the law 
that extends certain guaranties to them and that provides the ways and 
means by which such guaranties may be enforced legally and justly 
as well as expeditiously. 

This newspaper, therefore, has served its readers and the people gen
erally when it has called public attention to a bill so filled with danger 
as iS Senate bill 3151, and it now remains for the }Jeople, through their 
representatives in Congress, to demand that this bill shall not be enacted 
into law. Imm'ediate action by letter, telegram, or by personal appeal, 
however, is necessary, as final action on the bill is likely to be hastened 
in the rush incident to early adjournment of Congress. 

Bon. DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 
TVas11ington, D. 0. 

' ~"1 

BARTOW, FLA., April 2'11 19~. ' 

DEAR SE:-<ATOR: The Associated Industries of Florida from Jackson
ville have called our attention, as well as the other members of the bar, 
I presume, in Florida, to a proposed amendment to section 24 of 
Judicial Code pertaining to the original jurisdiction of United States 
district courts, in which sald amendment the diversity of citizenship is 
stricken. That would practically eliminate the transfer of cases from 
the State to the Federal court, which, in the humble opinion of the 
writer, is not, for all the reasons with which you are familiar, and 
which I might repeat, altogether fair to many litigants who find them· 
selves involved in litigation in the various State courts. 

I always hesitate to impose m'y views on pending legislation on you 
gentlemen who are thei:e on the -job and make this your business; but 
when called ou at times by those who feel the right so to do, we are 
more or less forced to pass our opinion on for what it is worth. 

Thanking you, I am, 
Yours very truly, 

.JOHN .J. SWEARINGEN. 

BHAKESPERIANA COLLEOTION 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, the Capital of the United States 
is rapidly becoming one of the world's greatest centers of cul
ture. One of the most recent evidences of that is the proposal 
of Mr. Henry C. Folger, of New York, to bouse permanently 
the most remarkable collection of Shakespeare writings that bas 
ever been collected, including some of the original copies, such 
as the Merchant of Venice and others, valued, it is said, at 
$100,000. Mr. Folger has expre · ed a desire to deposit this 
great collection permanently in Washington. He propo es to 
erect a building east of the Library here in the Capital for a 
permanent housing and dedicate this remarkable collection to 
the culture of the American public. 

Recently a rather descriptive account- was given of this col
lection in the United States Daily. I think it ought to be 
published in the RECORD for a better dissemination than it bas 
had. I therefore ask unanimous consent that it may be insQrted 
in the RECORD at this point. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 

[From the United States Daily, Washington, Friday, 1tfarch 23, 1928) 

HENRY C. FOLGER WILL ERECT BUILDING ADJACENT TO LIBRARY OF 
CONGRESS IN WASHINGTON 

Plans of Henry C. Folger, of New York, to erect on land immedi
ately adjacent to the proposed extension of the Library of Congress a 
building to bouse his collection of .... hakesperiana, described as " one of 
the finest in existence," and to dedicate the building and collection to 
the American people was announced March 22 by the Library of 
Congress. 
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The building is to be located on the northern half of square 760, 

fronting on East Capitol Street. This area in the square was elimi
nated from a bill just introduced in Congress proposing the acquisition 
of the remainder of square 760 and all of square 761, to the rear of 
the Library, to be used for extension of the present Library structure. 

GREAT SHAKEJSPERIA~A COLLEJCTION 

The full text of the announcement follows : 
A prospect of extraordinary interest to scholars and to connoisseurs 

has just been disclosed in connection with a bill recently reported by 
the House Committee on the Library, the bill (H. R. 9355) for the 
acquisition of the two squares (760 and 761) to the rear of the Library, 
with a view to the erection thereon of a structure auxlliary to the 
present building. 

:- t is that a considerable portion of the land originally included in the 
bill-in fact, the entire northern half of square 760, ft•onting on East 
Capitol Street and known as Grant Row-bas been acquired by the 
owner of one of the finest existing collections of Shakesperiana, with 
tb:! intention of constructing thereon a suitable building, placing in it 
his collection, and endowing it with an ample fund .for its m'aintenance 
and further development, the whole dedicated to the public. 

In reporting out the bill, therefore, the committee recommends that 
this tract be omitted from the area proposed to be acquired for the 
Government, the report explaining the omission by the statement that 
the tract " is to be developed in a project that will not merely not 
interfere with the utilization of the residue of the two squares for 
Library uses but be fully consistent with it and, indeed, prove coopera
tive with the larger purposes of the Library as an institution." _ 

No further particulars accompany the reports, but they are now 
released by the librarian, Mr. Putnam. 

. 20,000 VOLUMES IN LmRARY 

The collection itself-the result of years of patient effort and costly 
expenditure--though developed very quietly and held rather privately, 
has a world fame for its editions and its numerous variant copies 
of the works of Shakespeare himself, and of his Elizabethan con
temporaries. 

No catalogue of it has been before the public; but from time to 
time its treasures have been disc1osed through some "census " of 
the existing Shakespeare rarities (quartos or first folios), or note of 
some extraordinary acquisition, as of a copy of the first " collected " 
edition preceding the first folio. Some years ago it was estimated t o 
contain about 20,000 volumes; and in the quality of its items it is 
not surpassed even by the British Museum. 

The building that Mr. Folger proposes for it will, be assures the 
committee, be in full harmony with the monUJIN!ntal character of the 
group with which it will be associated. This implies that, as seen 
from Capitol Square, it will prove a fitting vista through the gap 
formed by the Library· of Congress on the south side of East Capitol 
Street and the proposed Supreme Court building on the north. 

His further assurance of an ample endowment for its maintenance 
and the further development of the collection perfects the project in 
its general outlines. 

In the completene s of its provisions, as well as in the distinction 
within Hs field of the subject matter involved, it bas )lad no parallel 
in Washington since the establishment of the Freer Gallery. And· 
the selection of Washington for it-as "the ideal place "-and this 
proximity to the Library of Congress as " the ideal site," carries 
extraordinary promise of what the National Capital and Capitol Hill 
may become as a center for cultural studies. 

CONTROL NOT IMPOR~'ANT 

Asked whether the Folger Library would be under the general JUns
diction of the Library of Congress, as the Freer Gallery is of the 
Smithsonian, Mr. Putnam stated that Mr. Folger bad not indicated 
such an intention. He added that the matter (of jurisdiction) was, 
however, relatively immaterial. 

"What is of prime importance," he remarked, "is that this col
lection will, in its service to scholarship and to culture, be linked with 
the service of the National Library. Also, that the sort of material 
that it includes (the expensive rarities) is the sort that the Library 
of Congress could not possibly acquire out of the public funds. 

"As an example, therefore, of the cooperation of individual citizens 
which may amplify and complement what the Government itself has 
developed here in the promotion of scholarship, it should exercise a 
far-reaching influence." 

As to the effect of Mr. Folger's project upon the plans for the 
Library of Congress itself, Mr. Putnam pointed out that the imme
diate effect was to reduce the proposed acquisition by one-fourth, 
leaving, however, a residue (square 761 and one-half of square 760) 
as large as the area covered by the present Library Building. 

It reduces also by $180,000 the amount proposed to be appropriated, 
leaving this as $600,000 instead of the $780,000 originally proposed. 
It will also simplify and economize the treatment of the proposed 
auxiliary library structure, the frontage on East Capitol Street being 
taken care of in a dignified way by the fa~de of the building to be 
erected by Mr. Folger. 

In brief, Mr. Folger's project fits so neatly into the official one that 
if the two squares were already Government property, this northern 
section might well have been dedicated to it. 

Mr. Folger (born in New York City in 1857) is a graduate of 
Amherst College (class of 1879), from which he has also a master's 
degree in arts and an honorary doctorate of letters, conferred in 
1914. DUl'ing law studies at Columbia he entered the service of the 
Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey, and from 1911 on was for some 
years president of the Standard Oil of New York. 

His outside interest, amo_unting to an avocation, has been the study 
of Shakespeare and of the Elizabethan drama and the collection of 
this library of Shakespeariana. He has contributed many monographs 
to the critical literature of the subject. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. WATER:hiAN, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them each without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 164'3) for the relief of Joseph J. Baylin (Rept. No. 
926) ; and 

A bill (H. R.. 4229) for the relief of Jennie ·wyant and others 
(Rept. No. 927). 

Mr. TYSON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill ( S. 1587) for the relief of Nelson 
K. Holderman, reported adversely thereon and moved that the 
bill be indefinitely postponed, which was agreed to. 

Mr. STECK, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 2894) for the relief of Robert 0. 
Edwards, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 928) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill (H. R. 6908) for the relief of Michael Ilitz, reported it 
with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 929) thereon. 

Mr. BLAINE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 7227) for the relief of 
William H. Dotson, reported it without amendment and sub
mitted a report (No. 930) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 3690) to correct the military record of Harley 0. 
Hacker, reported it with amendments and submitted a report 
(No. 931) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to. which was referred 
the bill (H. R. 7992) for the relief of Sally Mattie l\Iacready, 
widow of Edward Daniel l\Iacready, reported adver ·ely thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 3828) to amend Public Law 
No. 254, approved June 20, 1906, known as the organic school 
law, so as to relieve individual members of the Board of Edu
cation of personal liability for acts of the board, reported it 
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 932) thereon. 

l\Ir. McNARY, from the Committee on Agticulture and For
estry, to which was referred the bill ·(s. 4135) to conserve the 
water resources and to encourage reforestation of the water
sheds of Los Angeles County by the withdrawal of certain 
public lands included within the Angeles National Forest from 
location and entry under the mining laws, reported it without 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 933) thereon. 

Mr. McNARY. 1h-om the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry I report back adv-ersely the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 26) authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to dispose 
of real property, located in Hernando County, Fla., known as 
the Brooksville Plant Introduction Garden, no longer required 
for plant introduction purposes, and I move that it be indefi
nitely postponed, a similar resolution, Senate Joint Resolu
tion 95, having been previously approved by the President. · 

1.'he motion was agreed to. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on Military 

Affairs, to which were referred the following bills, reported 
them severally without amendment and submitted reports 
thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 244) to enable members of the Reserve Officers' 
Training Corps who have interrupted the course of training 
prescribed in the act of June 4, 1920, to resume such training 
and amending accordingly section 47c of that act (Rept. No. 
934); 

A bill (H. R. 4588) authorizing an appropriation for the re
pair and resurfacing of roads on the Fort Baker Military 
Reservation, Calif. (Rept. No. 935) ; 

A bill (H. R. 5789) to provide for the gratuitous issue of 
service medals and similar devices, for the replacement of the 
same, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 936) ; 

A bill (H. R. 5806) to authorize the purchase of real estn.te 
by the War Department (Rept. No. 937) ; 

A bill (H. R. 6652) to fix the pay and allowances of chaplain 
at the United States Military Academy (Rept. No. 938) ; 
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A bill (H. R. 7752) to limit the issue of reserve supplies or 

equipment held by the War Department (Rept. No. 939) ; 
A bill (H. R. '7937) to authorize mapping agencies of the 

Government to assist in preparation of military maps (Rept. 
No. 940); 

A bill (H. R. 11808) to authorize ~n appropriation for the 
purchase of l!!nd at Selfridge Field, Mich. (llept. No. 941) ; 
and 

A bill (H. R. 11809) to authorize an appropriation to com
plete the purchase of real estate in Hawaii (Rept. No. 942). 

Mr. REED of Penn ylvania, also, from the Committee on 
Military Affairs, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 8105) 
to provide for the membership of the Board of Visitors, United 
States Military Academy, and for other purposes, reported it 
with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 943) thereon. 

Mr. BAYARD, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with
out amendment and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 1537) for the relief of William R. Connolly 
(Rept. No. 944) ; 

A bill (H. R. 6436) for the relief of Mary E. O'Connor 
(Rept. No. 945) ; and ~ 

A bill (H. R. 10192) for the relief of Lois Wilson ( Rept. 
No. 946). 

Mr. BAYARD also, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was refet:red the bill (H. R. 2473) for the relief of L<>uie 
.June, reported it with an amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 947) thereon. 

Mr. BLACK, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which 
wa referred the bill (H. R. 1598) to provide for the retirement 
of August Wolters as a first sergeant in the United States 
Army, reported adversely thereon and moved that the bill be 
indefinitely postponed, which was agreed to. 

He also from the Committee on Claims, to which were re
ferred th~ following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 3372) for the relief of George l\1. Browder and 
F. N. Browder (Rept. No. 948) ; 

A bill (H. R. 3442) for the relief of Clifford J. Sanghove 
(Rept. No. 949) ; 

A bill (H. R. 3936) for the relief of 1\I. 1\I. Edwards ( Rept. 
No. 950) · and 

A bill {H. R. 7061) for the ~elief of William V. Tynes .<Rept. 
No. 951). 

1\fr. MAYFIELD, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them each without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 3216) for the relief of Margaret T. Head, admin
istratrix (Rept. No. 952) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 4993) for the relief of 'Villiam Thurman Enoch 
(Rept. No. 953). 

l\1r. SWANSON, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 5968) for the relief of Byron 
Brown Ralston, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 954) thereon. 

l\1r. SHORTRIDGE, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 4012) for the relief of 
Charles R. Sies, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following amendments, reported them severally 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 1529) for the relief of the heirs> of John Eimer 
(Rept. No. 955) ; 

A bill (H. R. 5398) for the relief of the heirs of the late 
Dr. Thomas C. L-ongino (Rept. No. 956) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 11741) fqr the relief of Thomas Edwin Huffman 
(Uept. Ko. 957). 

1\Ir. HOWELL, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (H. R. 8808) for the relief of Charles R. 
Wareham, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 958) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill ( S. 513) for the relief of the Hottum-Kennedy Dry Dock 
Co., of Memphis, Tenn., reported it with an amendment and 
submitted a report (No. 959) thereon. 

1\Ir. WATERMAN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 8229) for the appointment 
of an additional circuit judge for the sixth judicial circuit, 
reported it without amendment. 

ELIZABETH A. MANION 

1\fr. FESS. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contin<rent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably 
without amendment Senate Resolution 149, to pay to Elizabeth 
A. Manion a sum equal to· six months' compensation of her 
deceased sister, Mary Kenny. 

1\lr. BAYARD. I ask for the immediate consideration of the 
resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the imme
diate consideration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolution was considered by 
the Senate and agreed to, as follows : 

'Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate is hereby authorized and 
directed to pay from the contingent fund of the Senate to Elizabeth A. 
Manion, sister of Mary Kenny, who was an attendant in charge of the 
ladies' retiring room in the Senate Office Building, six months' com
pensation at the rate she was receiving by law at the time of her death, 
the said sum to be considered inclusive of funeral expenses and all other 
allowances. 

HEARINGS BEFORE THE COMMITTEID ON INTEROCEANIC CANALS 
1\fr. FESS. From the Committee to Audit and Contror the 

Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably 
without amendment Senate Resolution 209 and ask unanimous 
consent for its immediate consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the imme
diate consideration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolution was considered by 
the Senate and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee of Interoceanic Canals, or any sub
committee thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized during the Seventieth 
Congress to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, 
and to employ a stenographer at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per hun
dred words to report such bearings as may be had in connection with 
any subject which may be befot·e said committee, the expenses tbere9f 
to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate; and that the 
committee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or 
recesses of the Senate. 

I VESTIGATION OF SINKING OF SUBMARINE " 8-4 " 

Mr. FESS. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably 
without amendment Senate Resolution 205, providing for an 
investigation of the sinking of the submarine S~J,, and ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate consideration. 

Mr. KING. Let the rffiolution be read. First I will inquire, 
Is the report of the committee a unanimous one? 

Mr. FESS. It i . 
l\Ir. KING. And does the Senator from Virginia [1\fr. 

SwANSON] approve of it? I do not see him here. 
Mr. FESS. If the Senator wishes, we will let it go over. 
Mr. KING. I should not want to object if the Senator 

from Virginia, the ranking Democratic member of the com-
mittee, approves of it. · 

Mr. W .ARRE:N. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator what 
amount is designated as the limit of expense? 

Mr. FESS. Ten thousand dollars. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, what was 

the inquiry of the S€-nator from Utah? 
1\lr. KING. Whether the resolution is unanimou ·ly re

ported and whether it has the approval of the Senator from 
Virginia. 

Mr. WALSH of Ma sachusetts. Let it be read. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I ask to have the resolution read. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read. 
The Chief Clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 205) sub

mitted by Mr. Ooom April 23, 1928, as follows: 
Resolved,, That the Committee on Naval Affairs or a duly authorized 

subcommittee thereof is hereby authorized and directed to make a full 
and complete investigation of the sinking of the submarine B- 4 in col
lision on December 17, 1927, with the United States Coast Guard de
stroyer Paulditng oil' the Massachusetts coa t, and the rescue and 
salvage operations carried on by the United States Navy subsequent 
thereto ; and to report thereon to the Senate as soon as practicable, 
giving the results of its investigation and with such recommendations 
as it deems " advisable. For the purposes of this resolution such com
mittee or subcommittee is authorized to hold bearings, to sit and act 
at such times and places, to employ such experts and clerical, steno
graphic, and other assistance, to require by subprena or otherwise the 
attendance of such witnesses and the production of such books, papers, 
and documents, · to administer such oaths, and to take such testimony 
and make such expenditm·es as it deems advisable. The cost of such 
stenographic service to report such bearings shall not be in excess of 
25 cents per hundred words. The expenses of such committee or 
subcommittee, which shall not be in excess of $10,000, shall be paid 
from the contingent fund of the Senate. 

Mr. SWANSON entered the Chamber. 
l\1r. WALSH of Massachusetts. l\1r. Pre ·ident, I will say to 

the Senator from Utah that the chairman of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs [Mr. HALE] has already appointed a ·ubcommittee 
who are i!!vestigaU!lg the disaste~ to the submarine S-4. ThiS 



• 

1928 CON'GRESSION AL RECORD-SEN ATE 7425· 
resolution provides the funds to enable that subcommittee to 
carry on the iuve~ tigation, and is approved by the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, of 
which I am a member, and from which the Senator from 'Ohio 
is now making the report. 

The YICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

The resolution · was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to. 

INVESTIGATION OF SALT CREEK OIL LEASES 

Mr. FESS. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably, 
with an amendment, Senate Resolution 202, and ask the atten
tion of the ·Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NoRRIS] to it. The 
resolution is reported with an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

l\Ir. WARREN. l\Iay we have the amendment read? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment, in the nature of 

a substitute, will be read. 
The CHIEF CLERK. The committee proposes to strike out all 

after the w.ord " Resolved" and to insert: 
That the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, or any subcommit

tee thereof, in addition to the authority conferred upon it by S. Res. 282, 
in the Sixty-seventh Congress, and S. Res. 101, in the Seventieth Con
gress, be, and it is hereby, authorized and directed to make a full and 
complete investigation as to the occupation, leasing of, and contracts 
for oil and o1l lands in the Salt Creek field in the State of Wyoming, 
and any otller adjacent Government oil lands, for the purpose of ascer
taining whether said occupation, leases, or contracts, or any J>f them, 
were illegal or fraudulent, and whether the assigning of any such leases 
or contracts, or the operation under said leases or contracts, has given 
to any individual, agency, association, partnership, or corporation a 
monopoly in the production or distributio.n of oil, or whether the said 
leases or contracts or assignment of leases or contracts, or operation 
thereof has tended toward the creation or organization of any monopoly 
in the production or distribution of oil ; and to ascertain and report to 
the Senate whether said occupation, leases, or contracts, or any of them, 
are illegal or· fraudulent and could or should be annulled or canceled by 
the United States Qovernment; and, if the said leases or co.n.tracts or 
the assignment of any of said leases or contracts or the opet-ation 
.thereof has been illegal or fraudulent, or bas resulted in a monopoly 
<>r tended toward a monopoly, to report to the Senate what, if any, 
legislation should be enacted by Congress for the purpose of curing such 
evils. 

The authority conferred upon said committee by said S. Res. 282, 
in the Sixty-seventh Congress, and S. Res. 101, in the Seventieth Con
gress, is hereby extended 'and continued for the purpose of the addi
tional investigation herein provided for, to the same extent and as 
fully as though the said resolution were incorporated herein. 

The said committee or subcommittee is hereby authorized to sit, act, 
and perform its duties at such times and places as it deems necessary 
or proper; to require by subprena or otherwise the attendance of wit
nesses; to require the production of books, papers, documents, and other 
evidence; and to employ counsel, experts, and other assistants. The 
cost of stenographic service to report such hearings shall not exceed 25 
cents per hundred words. The chairman of the committee or subcom
mittee, or any member thet·eof, may sign subprenas and administer oaths 
to witnesses ; and every person duly summoned tiefore said'committee or 
subcommittee who refuses or fails to obey the process of said committee 
or subcommittee, or appears and refuses to answer questions pertinent 
to the investigation, shall be punished as prescribed by law. 

The cost of the aforementioned investigation and continued investiga
tions shall be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate on vouchers 
of the committee Ol' subcommittee, signed by the chairman and approved 
by the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate, and shall not exceed the sum of $40,000, in addition to the 
amount heretofore authorized. 

'l'he VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the immediate 
ccn ideration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, tile Senate proceeded to consider 
the r"esolution. 

Mr. WARREN. What is the amount that is still at the dis
posal of the committee in addition to the sum provided by this 
r esolution? 

Mr. FESS. 1\Iy memory is that there is $8,000 still available. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The questitJn is on agreeing to the 

amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The resolution a~ amended was agreed to. 

SENATOR FROM MAINE 

l\Ir. FESS. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably with-
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out amendment Senate Resolution 174 and ask unanimous con
sent for its immediate consideration. 

The resolution was read, considered by unanimous consent, and 
agreed to, as follows : 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate hereby is authorized and 
directed to pay from the appropriation for expenses of inquiries and 
investigations, fiscal year 1927, contingent fund of the Senate, to Hon. 
ARTHUR R. GouLD, a Senator from the State of Maine, $10,906.04, in 
full reimbursement for all expenses incurred; including fees and ex
penses of his attorneys, in defending charges made against him and 
ordet·ed to be investigated by S. Res. 296, agreed to January 3, 19~7. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the ·second time, and referred as follows : 

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 
A bill ( S. 4267) for the relie-f of Edward Hewitt; and 
A bill ( S. 4268) for the relief of George H. Clay berger ; to 

the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. SMOOT: 
A bill (S. 4269) to amend the salary rates contained in the 

compensation schedules of the act of March 4, 1923, entitled "An 
act to provide for the classification of civilian positions within 
the District of Columbia and in the field services " ; to the Com
mittee on Civil Service. 

By Mr. VANDENBERG: 
A bill ( S. 4270) to admit Stephen Komarik permanently to 

the United States; to the Committee on Immigration. 
By 1\lr. TYDINGS: 
A bill (S. · 4271) creating a commission to investigate and 

report on the relocation of the food-distributing district of the 
District of Columbia to be moved to make way for the public
building program, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. -

A bill ( S. 4272) to carry out the provisions of the Court of 
Claims in the case of Martha J. Briscoe, widow of John A. 
Bri coe; to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\lr. JONES: 
A bill ( S. 4273) authorizing certain Indian tribes a'nd bands, 

or any of them, residing in the State of Washington, to pre
sent their claims to the Court of Claims; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

By l\Ir. GOFF: 
A bill (S. 4274) for the relief of James Evans; to the Com

mittee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. McKELLAR: 
A bill ( S. 4275) interpreting the construction to be placed 

upon the words " child " and " children " as used in certain 
sections of the acts approved May 18, 1920, June 10, 1922, and 
June 1, 1926; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\Ir. SWANSON: 
A bill (S. 4276) granting a pension to Edith Bolling Wilson; 

to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. NEELY: 
A bill ( S. 4277) granting an increase of pension to David 

Klingensmith; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By 1\lr. HALE: 
A bill (S. 4278) granting an increase of pension to Sarah J. 

Skillings (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. l\IETCALF: 
A bill (S. 4279) granting an increase of pension to Anna B. 

Hutchinson (with accompanying papers) ; and 
A bill (S. 4280) granting an increase of pension to Eliza

beth Meyer (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana: 
A bill (S. 4281) granting a pension to Don I. Littell; 
A bill ( S. 4282) granting a pension to Francis Warren 

Lavely (with accompanying papers) ; and 
A bill ( S. 4283) granting an increase of pen~ion to Len'lla 

Longanecker (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

By .l\ir. EDWARDS: 
A bill (S. 4285) granting a pension to Eliza S. Hull (with 

accompanyi:p.g papers) ; and 
A bill ( S. 4286) granting a pension to Catherine Ryan (with 

accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
AMENDMENT OF TRANSPOBTATIO"" ACT OF 1920 

l\lr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the other day I entered a 
motion to reconsider the votes by which the bill ( s: 3723) to 
amend and reenact subdivision (a) of section 209 of the trans
portation act, 1920, was read the third time and passed. I 
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desire to withdraw that motion, and to introduce a bill to cover 
the amendments I had in mind. I ask that the bill be referred 
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce, and request that 
there may be early action upon it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the motion to 
recon ider the votes by which Senate bill 3723 was read the 
third time and passed will be withdrawn, and the bill now in
troduced by the Senator from New York will be read twice 
by its title and peferred as he bas requested. 

The bill ( S. 4284) to amend and reenact subdivision (a) of 
section 209 of the transportation act, 1920, was read twice by its 
title and referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

HERBERT HOOVER 

1\ir. BLEASE. Mr. President, I ask permission to have 
printed in the RECORD without reading an article from the 
China Weekly Review published at Shanghai, China, Saturday, 
March 31, 1928 ; also an article from a paper published in this 
city called Politics, being an editorial entitled "Jekyll and 
Hyde" ; also an article from the same paper entitled " Hoover 
no friend of the farmers " ; and on page 2 of the same paper an 
article entitled " FEss defeated for delegate will still be the 
keynoter " ; also an article entitled "Hoover's first v~te cast for 
Woodrow Wilson in 1916." I shall not take the time of the 
Senate now, but later hall ask for a few moments to discuss 
one phase of the articles. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The article are as follows : 

[From the China Weekly Review, Shanghai, China, Saturday, March 
31, 1928] 

According to Mr. Hoover's biographical sketch which appears in the 
1926-27 American Who's Who, his connection with China is indicated 
in the following sentence: '' Professional work in mines, · railways, 
metallurgical works in the United States, Mexico, Canada, Australia, 
Italy, Great Britain, South Africa, India, China, Russia, etc., 1895-
1913." However, an earlier issue of the American Who's Who, the 
1916-17 issue, contains more information, as the following excerpt 
shows: "Chief engineer, Chinese Imperial Bureau of Mines, 1899, doing 
extensive exploration in interior of China. Took part in the defense of 
Tientsin during Boxer disturbance, 1900. Representative of bondholders 
in construction of Ching Wang Tao Harbor, 1900; general manager 
Chinese Engineering & Mining Co., 1901." Hoover and his wife came 
to China prior to the Boxer uprising, and according to the report which 
has been widely published was employed by the Chinese to conduct a 
mining survey of Sbansi, Shensi, and the Manchuria Provinces. He 
was about 25 years old at the time. Soon after his arrival in north 
China the Boxer trouble developed and be and Mrs. Hoover were bottled 
up in Tientsin and assisted in the defense of that city against the Boxer 
forces. Since there was general talk of foreign intervention and the 
division of China among the powers, the Chinese feared that the exten
sive coal beds at Chinwantao, popularly known as the Kaiping mines, 
would be seized by either the Russians or the Japanese. In order to 
prevent this the Chinese, in accordance with their usual practice in 
times of international crisis, transferred the -tihe to the mines to 
Hoover, thus making them, technically at least, an American property 
and afe from seizure by the Russians or Japanese. The understanding 
which existed between the Chinese authorities of Cbihli Pt·ovince and 
Mr. Hoover at the time is not known, but according to report Mr. 
Hoover w~nt to America for the purpose of obtaining capital for the 
development of the properties. Being unsuccessful in New York he 
proceeded to London, where the money was forthcoming and where the 
Chinese Engineering & Mining Co. (Ltd.) was incorporated. This organ
ization was the fatha· of the present Kailan Mining Administration, the 
largest coal-produCing property in the Chinese Republic. The Kailan 
Mining Administration is a British corporation, which is supposed to 
contain a considerable Chinese share interest. 

The only criticism which bas ever been made regarding Mr. Hoover's 
record in China hinges on the organization of the Chinese Engineering 
& Mining Co. (Ltd.), which was incorporated in London for the pur
pose of taking over and developing the Kaiping coal mines. One of 
the few living Chinese officials who passed through the exciting Boxer 
events at Tientsin in 1900 and 1901 is M'r. Tong Shao-yi, former 
premier in the Peking Government and veteran member of the Kuomin
tang, who is now living in retirement in his home village in Kwang
tung Province. Several years ago, when Hoover was first mentioned 
for the presidential nomination, the writer of these paragraphs, upon 
instructions of an American newspaper of which be was correspondent 
in China, interviewed Mr. Tong Shao-yi regarding Mr. Hoover's connec
tion with the Kaiping mines. Mr. Tong talked very frankly on the 
subject and stated that the only criticism which any Chinese had in 
reference 1:o Mr. Hoover's activities at the time was based on a com
plaint that be had incorporated the Chinese coal interests as a British 
property. Many Chinese, according to Mr. Tong, thought at the time 
that Mr. Hoover should have incorporated the properties under Ameri
can law, or had simply retained the title in his own name until the 

subsidence of the Boxer trouble and then transferred the property 
back to the Chinese provincial authorities. One Chinese, Chang Yen
mao, did make a trip to London and, according to report, instituted 
an action in the British law courts to bnve the Kaiping mines returned 
to Chinese control. He lost his case and the British Chinese Engineer
ing & Mining Co. immediately proceeded to develop the properties. 'l'bis 
apparently is all there is to the story, except a rumor which bas been 
circulated recently that Hoover became a British subject at the time, 
which, of course, has no basi in fact whatsoever, and which probably 
originated from the fact that · he participated in the incorporation of 
the coal properties as a British enterprise. When Mr. Tong Sbao-yi 
was asked flatly whether be approved or disapproved of :Mr. Hoover's 
action at the time, M'r. Tong declined to make a statement. 

[From Politics, Washington, D .. C., April 28, 19.28] 
JEKYLL AND HYDE 

In 1920 there was no concealment of the fact that the firm of Dr. 
Jekyll Hoover and Mr. Hyde Hoover belonged to the Democratic Party 
arid, as has been previously related in these columns, ran as such in 
the presidential primaries of several Sfates. In that same year there 
isn't the shadow of doubt that President Wilson wished a third nomi
nation for himself and was not at all pleased that the San Francisco 
convention ignored his desire. Next to himself, his preference was for 
Herbert Hoover, who had consistently upheld all the Wilson policies, 
even going so far as to indorse the President's plea for a partisan Con
gress, though at a prior period there bad been a statement from him 
to the effect that " politics was adjourned." 
· It goes without saying that Mr. Wilson must have entertained the 
belief that his proHig~ was a regular Democrat, else be could not have 
entertained the notion of putting him over as his own successor. It 
was all well enough to give a place in his Cabinet to Bainbridge Colby, 
a former henchman of '.rheodore Roosevelt, and a defeated canuidatc for 
the United States Senate ·on the Bull Moose ticket, or to give secondary 
offices to nondescripts and misfits like Dudley Field Malone, but the 
Presidency was a horse of another color. As great as was the power 
and prestige of the President, be was far too sagacious to have 
cherished the idea that he could put over the candidacy of any aspirant 
to the highest office in America about whose Democracy there was the 
least doubt. 

The matter of Hoover's eligibility was discus ed by members of the 
Wilson Cabinet, but while several of them were ympathetic in order 
to please their chief, there was no enthusiastic respon e from this 
source; not that any of them voiced hostility to him on the ground of 
his membership in the opposition party; they took it for granted that 
his Democracy was of the simon-pure brand. Hoover him. elf had so 
recently returned to America that he had not made up his mind in which 
camp to alight; his identification with a Democratic administration 
bad not made him a zealous convert, and up 'to that time he had tailed 
to score a big hit with the G. 0. P. In fact, in a political way his 
mind was confused. In England he had favored the Liberal Party, 
and when asked here what his party afiiliations were proclaimed himself 
a Liberal, either by reason of his constih1tional tendency to avoid a 
straight-out committal or else because be was too new an inhabitant of 
the United States of America to recognize that there were differences 
between the two major organizations. 

'l'be country at large, though, had formed the very definite opinion tbat 
Hoover was a Democrat by reason of the favor he enjoyed at the White 
House. For the arne identical reason multitudes of Americans to-day 
believe that be has the cordial though silent approval of President 
Coolidge and that sooner or later Mr. Coolic.lge will come out openly in 
an indorsement of the ex-Briton for the Presidency. So sure were the 
Democrats of Ohio, Vermont, and Michigan that be spoke their language 
they entered him In their State primaries, in 1920, and in Michigan be 
was such a Fed-hot favorite that he carried the State by a heavy vote 
over McAdoo, Bryan, and other competitors. 

Hats off to the man who can turn such a trick as to ~·stand in" with 
two Chief Executives of warring parties and conflicting policies and 
adapt himself to bo.tb without turning a hair. Here is the chameleon · 
outdone. In England a Liberal, in America a Democrat and a Republican 
by turns. In the vernacular of the sporting world Sir 'Erbert "plays 
both ends against the middle," and up to date be bas worked it with 
amazing success without experiencing half the difficulty he encountered 
ln getting possession of Chang Yen Mao's valuable coal properties. 'J'he 
Chinese went to the mat with him and got back their coal mines by 
decision of a London judge ; over here they fall for him. Why not, 
seeing that be had the 0. K. of a Democratic President and poses as the 
legatee of the present holder of that office? 

The populace is ever prone to accept a tip from the most august 
quarter from which political suggestion can come. Andr w Jackson 
told his countrymen he wanted Martin Van Buren as his successor; 
Roosevelt did the same friendly act for Taft, and in both cases the 
result was victory. In these instances there was no hostile public 
criticism, but at the present time Messrs. Lowden, CuRTIS, W.a.:rsoN, and 
GoFF fail to see anything admirable in Hoover's retention in the Cabinet 
and the resulting advantage given him by his occupancy of this post of 
proximity to the White House. 

• 
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It must be conceded that it is no ordinary politician that can win the 

imprimatur of two Chief Executives. Here we have Doctor Jekyll 
Hoover (Democrat) certified as proper timber to guide the destinies of 
the Nation in 1920 and eight years later find Mr. Hyde Hoover (Repub
lican) pictured as worthy of G. 0. P. support for the same great role. 
Was old P. T. Barnum much in error when he declared the American 
people loved to be humbugged? 

In connection with his own success in humbuggery the shrewd Bar· 
num made use of all the arts of publicity known in his day, but this 
modern disciple of his has gone the old master a lot better, with no very 
great difference in methods. Barnum was a wonderful advertiser and 
here is where his successor shines. Who but Hoover could have com
mandeered the claque that has given him the amazing amotmt of pub
licity he has been enjoying? What other candidate ever had such con
stant adulation of the press? "The little dogs and all, Tray, Blanche, 
and Sweetheart " have barked his praises in endless columns of the 
newspapet·s and in the pages of many magazines and yet not one of 
them barks that he has ever done anything for the party he claims to 
represent ; not a yelp to tell of his sinister exploitation of luckless 
orientals; not a whining reminder that he tried to defeat every Re
publican who ran for Congress in 1918. 

Meanwhile the "great English statesman" is said to be not alto
gether happy. Sustained by the supposedly overwhelming propaganda 
of his organized bureau of publicity he had not counted on the digging 
up of a record that should have been covered with the oblivion of 
vanished years. As smart as the claque was it could not forestall the 
expose of those enterprises in the Far East. The claque and its hero 
are much put out about this, fGr it's deucedly annoying; so much so, in 
fact, that if the candidate had known of the revelations there is the 
best ground for believing he never would have stretched forth his 
hand for the prize he covets but will never obtain. 

HOOVER NO FRIEND OF THE FAR~IERS 

EDITOR POLITICS : 
In the i sue of the Enid Eagle, Friday, April 13, is an article headed 

"Jardine takes up defense of Secretary Hoover." He brands charges 
against Hoover of working a hardship on farmers as false. I am sur
prised at Jardine, as we farmers, upon whom hinge all other industries 
of our country, bad perfect faith in him as our friend and coworker. 

During the late war Mr. Hoover, as food administrator, worked a 
hardship on the entire farming interests of our country. Farmers re
member when wheat was bringing $2.80 per bushel ; Mr. Hoover put 
a minimum price on it which made the price of wheat in Enid, Okla., 
$1.80 'per bushel. One dollar a bushel less, yet kept the price of 
flour up to high mark for many weeks after. One farmer, 10 miles 
southeast of Enid, lost by Hoover's reign $1,300 on his wheat crop. 
This is only one instance of many thousands who lost like amounts. 
Farmers were buying tons of mill feed, paying same price as before 
drop in wheat. 

I had gone to raising bogs-bad 75 bead. Hogs were bringing on 
the market $23 per hundred, and corn on the Enid, Okla., market was 
$2.25 per bushel. Hoover put a minimum price of $15.50 per hundred 
on hogs. One bushel of corn puts on 10 pounds of pork. It took 
$2.25 worth of corn to put on $1.50 worth of pork. Yet Hoover kept 
on crying "Raise more bogs." It put me, and many others, out of 
business. Mr. Hoover now pretends to be the farmers' friend. It 
doesn't take a man with an extra large brain to see why. It worked 
a very great hardship on the farmers. Some were able to stand it. 
Many farms were mortgaged. Many could not make the riffle and 
were closed out. It would be bard to estimate the enormous loss to the 
farmers. Hoover is a man for the monopolies. These are facts that 
can not be denied. 

R. K. WILSON. 

FESS DEFEATED FOR DELEGATE WILL STILL BE THE KEYNOTER 

Senator SIMEON D. FEss, of Ohio, chosen to make the keynote speech 
at the Republican National Convention in Kansas City June 12, failed 
to win a place among the delegates at large from his own State. His 
defeat, however, will not mean that his place will be taken by another. 
The permanent chairman of the convention necessarily must be a 
member of the convention, but the temporary organization can invite 
anyone to make the opening address. In 1924, for instance, Dr. 
Marion Burton was personally selected by President Coolidge to make 
the keynote address, and was formally invited by the convention. 
Doubtless this will be done in the case of Senator FEss. 

As a candidate for delegate at large, FESS was pledged as a Willis 
delegate, with Senator CURTIS as his second choice. Since the death 
of Senator Willis, FEss bas been looked upon as favorable to Secretary 
Hoover's nomination, notwithstanding his pledge to CuRTis. It is 
inconceivable that, in the circumstances, the Ohio Senator could or 
would use his position to favor the Commerce Secretary. 

Ten years ago, when Hoover joined President Wilson in an appeal to 
the country for the election of a Democratic Congress, FEss, then 
chairman of the Republican congressional committee, in the strongest 
terms denounced Hoover, then food administrator, as an international-

ist, questioning his Republicanism, and declaring the Republican Party 
could not nominate him. In a formal reply to the appeal of Hoover. 
and Samuel Gompers, FESS, as head of the congressional committee, 
issued this unequivocal statement: 

"American voters will not be deceived with specious appeals from 
Democratic headquarters that a Republican Congress will be inter
preted in Europe as against the war. They know as well as Europe 
knows that every country fighting Germany has a coalition govern
ment, udopted since the war began, as an effective war measure, and 
that ours is the only great country at war which bas been conducted 
on strictly party lines. Europe as well as America knows the attitude 
of Republicans, whose record is before the world, both on war and 
peace. 

"As to Gompers's psychological appeals, no voter will be stampeded 
by a report made to order, both as to time and character, and both 
of which were not only expected but announced by us some days ago. 
As to Hoover's appeal in an attempt to capitalize the blood of our 
sons fighting and dying in France, the voters will properly interpret 
such prostitution of official station the day before election. The Food 
Administration need only fear such results of investigation as findings 
in the interest of public welfare compel it. The character of his appeal 
to be continued uninterrupted and the basis upon which be puts it 
arouse new interest in his department." 

Is it possible that at this date Senator FESS can have changed his 
mind about the man he so bitterly denounced? Is it possible that the 
man who would have accepted the Democratic presidential nomination 
in 1920, and who carried the Democmtic presidential primary in Michi
gan that year, can be regarded now by the man who will make the 
keynote speech of his party at Kan as City, as a true Republican? 

A leopard can not change its spots. 

HOOVER'S FIRST VO'l'E CAST FOR WOODROW WILSON IN 1916 

Herbert Hoover's first vote in a national election in America was cast 
for Woodrow Wilson, Democratic candidate for President in 1916. This 
statement was made by Senator COLE BLEASE, of South Carolina, on 
the floor of the Senate. The South Carolinian quoted verbatim, he de
clared, from a statement made by a Senator when Hoover's name was 
up for confirmation as a member of President Harding's Cabinet. The 
statement said: 

" This man, Herbert C. Hoover, has spent all his grown-up life in the 
employ of British corporations in England and Australia. He never 
voted in the United States until 1916 for Woodrow Wilson." 

Senator BLEASE gave this as the first of four reasons why Hoover 
should never be President of the United States. The other reasons were : 

Second. When Americans-in the United States-were paying 10 
cents a pound loaf for green, soggy " substitute " bread, England, France, 
and Belgium were paying 3¥.1 and 4 cents a pound loaf for all-flour, 
American wheat bread, furnished them by Herbert C. Hoover, the 
American. 

Third. He never accounted for $11,000,000 of the $33,000,000 placed 
in his hands by the "American Chal"ities (Inc.)" for the starving chil
dren of central Europe. Repeated efforts and interrogations by New 
York publications failed to elicit any response from Herbert C. Hoover 
or his subordinate in office. 

Fourth. When newly appearing in American affairs he, with friends, 
speculated in American wheat up to $50,000,000• at a time in the Far 
East. No denial was ever made. 

WHITE RIVER BRIDGE NEAR COTTER, .ARK. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the bill (S. 
3511) g~·anting the consent of Congress to the State Highway 
Commission of Arkansas to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the White River at or near Cotter, Ark., which 
had been returned from the House of Representatives in com
pliance with the reque t of the Senate. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, a bill providing for the con
struction of that bridge has passed the House, and the Senate 
concurred in it after this bill had passed the Senate. I there
fore ask that the votes by which this bill was read the third 
time and passed be reconsidered and that the bill be indefinitely 
postponed. , 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the votes by 
which the bill was read the third time and passed are reconsid
ered, and the bill will be indefinitely postponed. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF FEDERAL F .ARM LOAN BUREAU 

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. Pre ident, I submit a resolution, which 
I ask to have read, and then I shall ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read. 
The Chief Clerk read the resolution ( S. Res. 215), as follows: 
Whereas by act of Congress, July, 1916, known as the farm loan 

act, it becomes the duty of the Secretary of the Treasury to annually 
transmit to the Congress the annual report of the Federal Farm Loan 
Bureau of said department for . the purpo ·e Of advising the Congress 
and the public of the true financial condition of the 12 district farmer-
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owned Federal land banks and . of the privately capitalized joint-stock 
land banks chartered under said act ; and -

Whereas said report bas not to this late date been filed with Con
gress, whereas prior to 1927 said report was always available for the 
deliberation of Members early in January, that necessary remedies 
might be adopted to safeguard and strengthen a system intended for 
the financial support of American agriculture; and 

Whereas we have reason to believe that the said Secretary of the 
Treasury new bas available said annual report for the last fiscal year, 
and is again withholding same from the public until after the adjourn
ment of this session of Congress, as be did in 1927, which is contrary 
to -the intent of demanding an annual report, and which deprives thou
sands of farmer-owners of the 12 _district land banks of knowledge of 
tbe real condition of their banks; and 

Whereas a national scandal is now impending with respect to the 
financial condition of 6 of the 12 district Federal land banks, due to 
tbe failure of the political appointees who have been named to act 
for the Farm Loan Bureau in the operation of these banks, which the 
farmer stockholders now fully own ; and 

Whereas so grave bas become the condition in one of these banks that 
the Committee on Banking and Currency is now considering a resolu
tion which calls for a full investigation of the entire system as a result 
of startling revelations recently come to light; and 

Whereas the financial welfare of thousands of farmer-owners of these 
district Federal land banks, whose banks are now manipulated by 
political appointees, is at stake, and their property may be so de
pressed that it become beyond repair unless Congress is immediately 
advised of the condition, permitting of necessary remedies; and 

Whereas political appointees of tbe Farm Loan Bureau and the 
Treasury Department have assured Members of Congress, and are now 

_ carrying on a propaganda program among farm-paper and newspaper 
editors, in order to suppress the real truth being printed, or necessary 
legislative action taken by this session of Congress ; said annual report 
being the only basis upon which intelligent conclusions may be reached: 
Th~refore be _it -

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is hereby, 
directed to immediately transmit to the Senate the annual report of 
the Farm Loan Bureau for the past fiscal year which he is now with
holdi~g from release unnecessarily. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I have no objection to the adop
tion of a resolution requesting the Secretary of the Treasury 
to make the report referred to; but I think it would be unfair 
to the Secretary to charge that he was _unjustly withholding the 
report unless we had more facts. If the Senator will amend 
his resolution. 

SEVERAL S&~ATORS. Let it go over. 
Mr. CURTIS. Several Senators have asked that the reso

lution go over, under the rule. I will talk with the Senator 
about it. I ask that it go_over, under the rule. _ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will go over, under 
the rule. 

Mr. BLEASE. I ask that the letter which I send to the desk 
be printed in the RECoru) following the resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it will be so 
ordered. • 

The letter is as follows : 
[Extract from letter of farm borrower of Russianized Federal land bank] 

WHERE IS THE FARM LOAN BOARD'S REPOR;T? 

Members of the Senate and House should insist upon the Federal 
Farm Loan Bureau of the Treasury filing with them, in accordance 
with the farm loan act, the annual report of their administration of tbe 
12 district Federal land banks, and of the transactions of the more 
tban 50 privately capitalized joint stock land banks. This report bas 
been withhheld more than four months, because the Fa.n:n Loan Bureau 
and Andrew W. 1\Iellon, chairman ex officio of the board, fear to let the 
public know the deplorable facts while the Congress is in session. 

SOVIETS FEAB FACTS 
This same trick was played on Congress last year when the Farm 

Loan Bureau, under the domination of Mellon, neglect~d to file their 
report until after Congress adjourned, when it wa,s too late for the 
representatives to take necessary action to remedy many failures of 
the political hirelings of Mellon, who are now engaged in wrecking the 
Federal farm loan system and who for the past few months have been 
busily engaged, under the guidance and leadership of Eugene Meyer, in 
passing out propaganda about the country to the effect that " every
thing is all right with the system." If that is s~, where is their annual 
1·eport? Why has not this report of their stewardship of the admin
istration and superv_ision of tbe system long since been made public? 

CO~GRESS SHOULD ACT NOW 
The Senate should adopt a resolution demanding that the Farm : 

Loan Board's report be transmitted by Mellon, as becomes his public 
duty. No longer should the hirelings of the Treasury be permitted to 
suppress the report of their sovietized manipulations of the 12 district 
Federal land banks, which, in common with Russianized methods, they 

stole from the farmers, through a tricky piece of legislation, and which 
they now hold under their political domination contrary to the Cons ti· 
tution of the United States. By all means, Congress should act now 
if they wish to return to the folks " back home " with clean hands. 
No honest representative of the people can consistently say that he bas 
done his best by his people and by tbe country at large if be is pa rtner 
(through silence) in permitting his suppression of essential facts to 
continue longer. 

Each and every year prior to 1927 the annual report of tbe Farm 
Loan Bureau was released by the Secretary of the Treasury early in 
the new year session, and printed as a public document and distributed. 
This year and last, due to the acknowledged miserable failure of the 
political manipulators of the system, this report has been suppressed 
and withheld by Mellon, until after the session of Congress adjourned, 
to permit of no possible- action of remedy. How can honest legislators 
permit this to be repeated this year, in face of the nation-wide scandal 
now pending, and of the enormous amount of facts revealed by Senator 
BLEASE, calling for the most rigid investigation of the entire political 
banking system? 

SCANDAL NOW PENDING IN BACKGROUND 

Of the 12 district Federal land banks, the capital stock of which 
is owned by the farmer borrowers, who likewise . assume all the lia
bility, half, or 6 now find themselves confronted with a pending scandal. 
The Farm Loan Bureau and the political directors of these banks are 
hoping that they can keep the lid on until after Congress adjourns. 
Some of tbe most startling revelations are sure to result from facts 
which are now available, and only a little time will now ·be needed 
before the bomb explodes and these banks find -their names -on the 
front pages of the daily press, assuming news proportions along with 
Teapot Dome and Sinclair's oil manipulations. The politicians are 
anxious to s tay on, yet wish to get out before the explosion. Snch 
is the life of the political banker; be lives in deadly fear, both night 
and day. 

In view of the pending scandal, the illegal manipulations of Mellon 
and his hireling-Dewey-of the Treasury, in closing up the Kansas 
City, Mo., joint stock land bank. of Department of Justice hirelings 

. forcefully entering private chambers in the offices of tbis bank and 
stealing-that is the only word that accurately describes the act
stealing the papers of that bank, forcing it into the hands of a 
receiver, named by Mellon, who is and has been Mellon's tool in manip
ulating the affairs of tbat bank ever since-in view of these and many 
other illegal acts of the present gang in possession of the farmer's land
banking system, it becomes nece ~sary that the report of -the Farm Loan 
Board be immediately released ·by Mellon and that a searching· investi
gation of tbe entire system be set in action immediately by the Senate, 
in accordance with Senator BLEAS.Er's resolution. 

HEYEB PASSES OUT PROPAGANDA 

Since the facts have been inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
by Senator BLEASE regarding the true conditions of the farm loan 
system-a deplorable situation, which is growing worse and worse each 
day-Farm Loan Commissioner Eugene Meyer and his political hire
lings have been busy traveling about the country visiting farm-paper 
and other editors in an endeavor to suppress the news of their politic.al 
shortcomings. In customary Republican pat·oxysms they have tried the 
slapping on the back of method of assuring one and all that " I am 
not only great, but also good." Few of the farm-paper editors can 
swallow this bitter dose-they hear too often and too mucb from their 
farmer readers " back home." Some of the larger papers -did for a 
time fall for Meyer's propaganda, but the New York Times, in a not
able exposure of the present political methods, revealed to Meyer just 
how much of his stock they would have; fmmediately after Meyer's 
agents visited their omces an exposure article app·eared with a two
colmn blackface-type headline. As Abe Lincoln said, "You can't fool 
all of 'em all of the time." 

Senators! Insist that Mellon release that annual report. He b~s 
smothered the true facts long enough. Give us facts, not propaganda ! 

EVA MAY DUNN 

Mr. BORAH submitted the following resolution ( S. Res. 216), 
which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senatt:' hereby is authorized and 
directed to pay from the appropriation for "Miscellaneous items, con

-tingent fund of the Senate, fiscal year 1927," to Eva May Dunn, daughter 
of Reese R. Dutton, late an employee of the Senate, under supervision 
of the Sergeant at AI·ms, a sum equal to one year's compensation at 
the rate be was receiving by law at the time of his death, said sum 
to be considered inclusive of funeral expenses and all other allowances. 

. AMERICAN EXPORTS 

l\Ir. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on yesterday the New York 
Times, one of our greatest newspapers, published a very inter
esting ~rticle on " What America sells abroad." A large number 
of products are set out. I thought at first that it referred only 
to manufactured products, but apparently it does not. It in-
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eludes raw products as well. I ask that it be printed in the 
HECono. together with a further statement. 

Resolved, That the Secretary of Commerce be, and he hereby is,
directed to transmit to the Senate information as follows: 

1. What is the rate for the transportation of wheat by rail from 
the following points in the United States, to wit: Fargo, Devils Lake, 
Bismarck, Glasgow, Billings, Bozt>man, Ha\'re, Helena, and Kalispell 
to (a) Duluth, (b) New York, (c) Philadelpqia, (d) Baltimore. 

Both cotton and lumber were left out of this enumeration 
entirely. I desire to call attention to the faCt that cotton in 
1926 constituted $814,400,000 of our exports, more than half as 
much again as any other product mentioned in the list, and 
likewise that our sales of lumber abroad amounted to 2. What is the rate from points in the western Provinces of Canada 

at distances from Fort William corresponding in distance from Duluth 
Without objection, the article will to the points west thereof first above listed to (a) Fort Wil1iam, (b) 

$106.000,000. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. 

be printed in the RECORD. 
The matter referred to is as follows : 

WHAT AMERICA SELLS ABROAD 

The following table sho.ws the relative amounts of various products 
sold by American concerns a broad. The figures do not include goods 
manufactured in foreign factories of American companies : 

Commodity 

1. Petroleum and products----- ~ -------- - -------- - ------
2. Automobiles ______ __ ___ __ ___ _ -- -------------------- __ _ 
3. Machinery_--- -- -- ---- -------------------------------AgriculturaL ___ ________ ------ ________________ ----

Mining and pumping ___________________________ _ 
Metal working __ __ --------- -- ___________________ _ Printing ______ ___ _______ ________ -~ _______________ _ 
Textile ___ __ _______ _________________________ ------
Sewing machines _______________________________ _ _ 
Locomotives ___ ------- ---------------------- -----Typesetting ____ ___ _______ __ _____ ________________ _ 
Paper milL __ -------------------------------- ___ _ 
Shoe __ _____ ___ ___ ___ ___ -- - -----------------------

4. Meat and products ___ ___ _____ ____________ __________ _ _ 
5. Metal (except iron and steel) ________________________ _ Copper __________ __ ________________ ___________ ___ _ 

Lead __ -- ---- ------ -------------------------------Zinc _____ __ __________ _______ ----------------------
AluminUIIL __ ------------------------------------6. SteeL ____ _________________ __ ________________________ _ _ 

7. Tobacco ____________ --------- _____ ------------------- _ 
8. Chemicals ____ ________ __ ----------------- __ -------- __ _ 

Medicinal preparations _____________ _____________ _ 
Paints and pigments ___ _________________________ _ 
Toilet preparations ______________________________ _ 

9. Electrical apparatus _______________ ---------------- __ _ 
10. Rubber ____ __________ ___ _ ------ ___________________ ___ _ 
11. Office equipment _____________________ ; __ ---------- __ _ 

Typewriters ___ __ ___ _____________________________ _ 
Calculating machines ___________________________ _ 
Cash registers ___ ------------------------------ --_ 

12. Moving pictures ___ ____________ .:_--------------------_ 
13. Camera.s and supplies ______________________________ _ _ 
14. Safety razors ______ -------------- ____ _________ ------- -_ 

:Indicates figures are not available. 

Value of ex
ports (1926) 

$556,000,000 
320,000,000 
280,000,000 
86,000,000 
38,000,000 
19,000,000 
11,000, 000 
10,000.~ 
11,000,000 

5, 000, 000 
4,000, 000 
4, 000,000 
1, 000,000 

2'1:7, 000,000 
200,000,000 
121, 000, 000 
-13,000,000 
13,000,000 
9, 000,000 

174,000,000 
157,000,000 
105,000,000 
20,000,000 
19,000,000 
17,000,000 
84,000,000 
59,000,000 
36,000,000 
19,000,000 
9, 000,000 
6, 000,000 

16,000,000 
10,000,000 
10,000,000 

Propor
tion of 
world 
output 
from 

United 
States of 
America 

70 
85 

(1) 
60 

(1) 
(1) 
(') 
(I) 
(I) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

65 
(') 
(1) 

55 
40 

(1) 
(1) 

52 
(I) 
(1) 

~I) 
1) 

(1) 
52 

(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

90 
(I) 
(1) 

Montreal. 
3. What is the aggregate amount that would be realized annually by 

American shippers of (a) wheat, (b) of all grains over and above what 
they do realize during any 12-month period where the rates on such 
freight on American railroads are no higher than they are on the . 
Canadian railroads. 

4. To what extent are such lesser rates on the Canadian railroads 
(if they are less) due to charter provisions of said railroads and to 
what extent are such excessive rates on American railroads (if they 
are excessive) attributable to the act of Congress approved February 28, 
1920. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. l\Ir. President, I would like 
to · offer a short amendment to the resolution. I move, on 
page 1, line 8, after the word "Baltimore," that the word 
" Boston " be inserted, so that the rates to and from Boston 
will be included. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 8, after the word " Balti· 
more," insert a comma and "(e) Boston." 

1\Ir. W .A.LSH of Montana. I have no objection to that. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 

Montana if he does not think this inquiry should be directed 
to the Interstate Commerce Commission? 

l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. If the Senator from Washington 
will pardon me, and if the Senator from Nebraska will give 
me his attention, I understand the Senator from Nebraska 
asked when the resolution was presented that Chicago be in
cluded also, and I am very glad to have that done. I ask that 
a similar amendment be made including Chicago. 

Mr. J01\TES. I do not understand thil.t the Secretary of 
Commerce has the data. 

l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. l directed the inquiry to the Sec
retary of Commerce because the Commerce Department is our 
statistical department in relation to all commercial matters. 

1\fr. JONES. That is true, but I do not think they have data 
with reference to freight rates and charges. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. They can easily secure them. 
However, if it seems desirable, it is quite satisfactory to me to 
substitute the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. JONES. I believe that would ' be better. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Very well. 
1\Ir. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I am inclined to think 

ESTATE OF HALLER NUTT, DECEASED that is correct. I do not believe the Commerce Department can 
1\fr. STEPHENS. Mr. President, Order of Business 908, Sen- tell anything about the rates. 

ate bill 1769, is similar to a bill which has twice P'assed the Mr. JONES. No; -I think not. 
Senate. It has the approval of the War Department and the Mr~ FLETCHER. , If we are going into a question of rates, 
.Bureau of. the Budget. I ask unanimous consent for its immedi- we shall have to go to the Interstate Commerce Commission, or, 
ate consideration. - perhaps,. the Shipping Board might have the information. 

l\1r. KING. Let it be read. Mr. NQRBECK. 1\Ir. President, if I understood this resolu· 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the bill. tion as it was read, it also called upon the department to tell 
The Chief Clerk read the bill (S. 1769) for the relief of the what the effect of the transportation act of 1920 was on rates, 

legal representative of Haller Nutt, deceased, as follows: did it not? 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 

hereby, authorized and dh·ected to pay to Sargeant Prentiss KQut, admin
istt·ator de. bonis non C'!Jm. testamento .annexo. of the estate of Haller Nutt, ; 
deceased, late of ~at«hez, Miss:, o~t of _any money in the Treasury not 
:otherwise appropriated, th~ sum of $131,328, due the estate of the said 
Haller Nutt for one mill and 700 bales of cotton taken for use by the -
United States military authorities, in compliance with the findings of 
the Court of Claims reported to Congress February 18, 1915. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Only on wheat and other grain 
rates. 

Mr. NORBECK. Is that included now? 
1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. Yes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 
consideration of the bill? · 

Mr." NORBECK. Permit me to suggest that if we are tO 
ask for the effect of Federal law on transportation, we should 
go a little further and ask the effect of all the laws instead 
of singling out the last one. I would like to offer an amend
ment that we also ask the effect of Federal legislation of the 

Is t~ere objection to the present : last 8 or 10 years, so as to include the Adamson law and the 
other laws. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee ' of the . 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to · the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

RAILWAY RATES ON GRAIN 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ohair lays before the Senate 
a resolution coming o~er from a previous day, which will be 
stated. . 

'£lie Chief Clerk read Senate Resolution 208, submitted tiy Mr. 
WALSH of Montana on the 27th instant, as follows: 

I would also suggest another amendment; that is, that we in
quire what effect the Government subsidies may have. I un
derstand Canada at one time had a positive subsidy to the 
railroads in the hauling of the interior agricultural products. 

Mr. WALSH of l\1onana. That part of it is covered by the 
resolution. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I hope the Senator from 
South Dakota will not pre s the matter to which he has just 
referred. An investigation is to be made along that line, going 
into the whole question of Canadian subsidies and Canadia n 
preferential tariffs, and I hope the Senator will not -confuse 

· that with the resolution offered by the Senator from Montana, 
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which is simply to get information, which will be helpful in 
the other in\estigation that is to be made, and in which I know 
the Senator will be interested. 

.Mr. NORBECK. My suggestion as to the inquiry about the 
subsidy was droppe<l when the Senator from Montana assured 
me that it is already incorporated in his resolution. 

1\fr. WALSH of 1\Iassachu etts. I thought his resolution con
fined itself pretty closely to rates. 
· Mr. NORBECK. I offer this amendment, that they also make 

inquiry as to the effect of Federal laws and regulations enacted 
in· the last 10 years on railroad rates. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I tru t the Senator from South 
Dakota will not press that request for an amendment to this 
resolution. I hoped to get it through without any opposition 
whatever. 

I included the provision as to the act of 1920 because that 
deals particularly with rates. If we go into the question as to 
what effect general legislation will have upon the matter, I am 
sure the Inter tate Commerce Commission will reply that the 
matter is too contro\ersial to warrant them in expressing any 
views about the matter . at all. Inueed, I entertained some 
doubt as to whether it would be proper to a k either the Secre
tary of Commerce or the Interstate 'ommerce Commission for 
information concerning the effect even of the act of 1920, which 
deals specifically with rate . The provisions are familiar to all. 
But if we go into the field into which the Senator from South 
Dakota desires to enter the Interstate Commerce Commission 
would be obliged to take into consideration also the effect of 
improvements in the art, the building of greater locomotives, 
and the reduction in the number of men employed. There are 
a thousand considerations that have infiuenced rates as a whole. 
I feel perfectly certain that the commission will be unable to 
answer questions of that character. At lea t, they ba ve no 
information on file that will enable them to an wer. 

Mr. NORBECK. 1\Ir. President, there has been an astoni b
ing increase in railway rates in this country, and an ab olute 
unwillingness on the part of Congress to discu..,s the causes 
underlying it. If the building of a large locomotive is a matter 
of inquiry, let us have it. If the question of higher wages is 
a proper matter of inquiry, let us know about it. Let us not 
be fooling ourselves all the time. Can we not have the facts 
or as much as they can furnish in some reasonable time? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The trouble about it is that the 
commission would be oblige!! to say to us that they have no 
information upon the subject. 

Mr. NORBECK. I am willing to modify the request so as to 
let theUl make brief statements on it without going into the 
details, but to give us information they may have available on 
those questions. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the Senator will put his amend-
ment into form--

Mr.. NORRIS. Mr. President, I would like to suggest to the 
Senator from South Dakota that there is really incorporated 
in the suggested amendment an important thing, about which 
I would very much like to have information, but it is a subject 
of investigation, it is a subject on which the views of men will 
disagree, and they will not agree as to what caused Uris or 
that. 

I would be glad to haye the judgment of the Interstate Com
merce Commission, but I dislike to see the matter handled 
through an amendment to this resolution, which really has 
for its object ascertaining as to whether there i a difference 
in freight rates, particularly from the great West, on agri
cultural products, especially on wheat, between Canadian rail
roads and Ameli can railroads; and, if there is such a difference, 
the cause of it. The same thing that have operated on rail
roads in the United States, speaking in a general way, have 
operated also on railroads in Canada. Tile question of larger 
locomotives and stronger bridges and heavier rails is the 
same on both sides of the line, and as to whether legislation 
has tended to increase rates or not i a question that can also 
be discussed as applying both to Canada and to the United 
States. 

The interesting thing about the Senator's re olution is that it 
will result in our obtaining official acknowledgment of the 
fact that the rates in Canada, particularly on wheat, are lower 
than they are in the United States. I would like to have an 
official statement of that kind. Most of us know about it in a 
general way, but if we couple it up with the amendment that 
is suggested, I want to say to the Senator that it will delay 
it, in the first place, and, in the next place, it will bring 
into the resolution a controversial question that ought not to 
be in it. 

1\Ir. NORBECK. I think there can be nothing more contro
versial than the Esch-Cummins Act, and the Senator :f?:om Mo~-

tana has included that, but bas left out all the Democratic 
legislation. 

Mr. NORRIS. As I beard the resolution read, it seem to 
me the criticism that could be justly made to it is that it did 
refer to that act. I do not think we ought to refer to any act. 
Let us find out, first, whether the railroad rates are lower in 
Canada than they are here. Let us get that information. 

Mr. NORBECK. That is exactly all we want. But I ask 
the Senator whether be will not broaden the re olution so as 
to include not only the rates on · wheat but freight rates 
generally? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have not the lightest objection 
to that, but that is a rather large order. 

Mr. NORBECK. If the Senator will do that, I will drop 
the other matter for the time being; but I want to pu b it 
later. 

Mr. NORRIS. I hope the Senator from South Dakota will 
introduce a resolution along the lines be bas ugge ted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 1\lcN.ARY in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the re olution a modified. · 

1\Ir. JONES. :Mr. Pre!::ident, I understand the re. olution has 
been amended so as to direct the inquiry to the Inter tate 
Commerce Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was o modified. 
The resolution was agreed to as modified, a follows: 
Resolved, That the Interstate Commerce Commission be, and it is 

hereby, directed to transmit to the Senate information as follows: 
1. What is the rate for the transportation of wheat by rail from 

the following points in the United States, to wit, Fargo, Devils Lake, 
Bismarck, Glasgow, Billings, Bozeman, Havre, Helena, and Kalispell 
to (a) Duluth, (b) ~ew York, (c) Philadelphia, (d) Baltimore, (e) 
Boston, (f) Chicago. 

2. What is the rate from points in the western Provinces of Canada 
at distances from Fort William corresponding in distance from Duluth 
to the points west thereof first above listed to (a) Fort William, 
(b) MontreaL 

3. What is the aggregate amount that would be realized annually by 
American shippers of (a) wheat, (b) all grains over and above what 
they do realize duril1g any 12-month period were the rates on such 
freight on American railroads no higher than they are on the Canadian 
railroads. 

4. To what extent are such lesser rates on the Canadian railroads 
(if they are less) due to charter provisions of said railroads and to 
what extent are such excessive rates on American railroads (if they 
are excessive) attributable to the act of Congress approved February 
28, 1920. . 

5. And any other information they may have with reference to 
freight rates generally on American as compared with Canadian 
railways. 

PROHIDITION ENFORCEMENT 
1\Ir. BRUCE. 1\Ir. President, anyone who is at all familiar 

with the operations of the Anti-Saloon League knows that the 
mainsprings of its activities are "boodle" and "bunk." It is 
a hybrid organization, partly eccle ia tical and partly political, 
ecclesiastical enough to be a menace to the State and political 
enough to be a di credit to the church. . 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I rise to a question of order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his 

point of order. 
:Ur. CURTIS. This being Monday morning and calendar day, 

I deire to know if debate is in order without unanimous 
consent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not without unanimous con-
sent. 

Mr. CURTIS. I a k for the regular order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regular order is demanded. 
Mr. BRUCE. That is all right. Somehow or other that prin-

ciple of unanimous consent is always invoked when any Senator 
has a word to say against the Anti-Saloon League. 

PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES 
Mr. FESS. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 

Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report b~ck favorably 
Senate Resolution 214, submitted by the senior Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON] this morning. I report it with an 
amendment and ask for its present consideration. I a k the 
attention of the Senator from Arkansas [1\fr. RoBINSON]. 

The Senate, by unanimous consent, proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

The amendment was, to add at the end of the resolution: 
The sum of $25,000 is authorized to be appropriated to carry out tbe 

purpose of tbe re!':olution. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkan~ I have no objection to the 
amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend

ment is agt·eed to. 
Mr. BRUCE. l\fr. President, I desire to speak on the resolu

tion and continue my remarks, which were cut off so abruptly 
by the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Regular order ! 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has a right to 

debate the resolution. 
Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I was saying that this organiza

tion, the Anti-Saloon League, is partly ecclesiastical and partly 
political. 

As an illustration of the "bunk" that it is in the habit of 
endeavoring to palm off on the" public I wish to call attention to 
an interview with Dr. Otto Melle, president of tbe Methodist 
Theological Seminary at Frankfort on the Main, in Germany, 
which is reported in the Baltimore Sun of the 25th instant. 
That report quotes Dr. F. Scott McBride, the present general 
superintendent of the Anti-Saloon League, who is rattling 
around at random in the shoes of the late Wayne B. Wheeler, 
as saying that Doctor Melle has just made the following state
ment: 

I have been three days in Washington, and spent three days in New 
York before coming here, during all of which time I have not seen a 
person who appeared to have been drinking, nor have I been ofl'e1·ed a 
glass of beer or wine. 

Think of that! He was in Washington for two days, on or 
about the 25th of this month, and did not see a single drunken 
person and did not see a single evidence of inebriety. 

On that very day-that is to say, the 25th instant-! called 
attention to a statement of the eYening before in the Washing
ton Star to this effect: 

Sixty-four arrests on charges of sale, possession, and transportation 
of intoxicants were reported in Washington during the 48 hours which 
ended at 8 o'clock this morning. 

So much for violations of the Volstead Act. The same state
ment further affirms that the seizures included 348 quarts of 
whisky, 152 quarts of brandy, 84 quarts of alcohol, 23 quarts 
of gin, 326 bottles of beer, 2,000 gallons of mash, and one still. 
The statement further affirms that 144 persons were arrested for 
intoxication during the two-day period. -

Think of such an interview, which, if not positively menda
cious, was utterly misleading, being formally put forth by Mc
_Bride, the general superintendent of the Anti-Saloon League, 
for the purpose of influencing public opinion in this country. 
What faith, I ask, is to be placed in any statements of McBride 
or of the Anti-Saloon League· if the columns of the press can be 
so shamefully perverted for such a aeceptive purpose. . 

The- PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the resolution as amended. · _ 

The resolution as amended was agreed to, as follows : 
Resolved, That a special c~mmittee of five be .appointe~ by the Pre

si<ling Otficer of the Senate to investigate forthwith and report to the 
Senate as soon as possible the campaign expenditures <Jf the various 
presidential candidates in both parties, the names of the persons, 
firms, or corporations subscribing, the amount contributed, the method 
of expenditm·e of said sums, and all facts in relation thereto, not 
only as to the subscriptions of money and expenditures thereof but 
as to the use of any other means or influence, including the promise or 
use of Jlatronage and the providing of funds for setting up contesting 
delegations, and all other facts in relation thereto that would not <lnly 
be of public interest but would aid the Congress in any necessary reme
dial legislation. 

That said committee is hereby empowered to sit and act at such 
time and place as it may deem necessary ; to require, by subpcena or 
otherwise, the attendance of witnesses, the production of books, papers, 
and documents; to employ stenographers at a cost of not exceeding 
$1 per printed page. The chairman of the committee or any member 
thereof may administer oaths to witnesses. Subpcenas for witnesses 
shall be issued under the signature of the chairman of the committee 
or subcommittee thereof. Every person who, having been summoned 
as a witness by authority of said committee or any subcommittee 
thereof, willfully makes default, or who, having appeared, refuses to 
answer any question pertinent to the investigation heretofore authorized 

.sllall be held to the penalties provided by section 102 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States. 

Tlle expense thereof shall be paid from the contingent fund of the 
Senate on vouchers ordered by said committee, signed by the chairman 
thereof and approved by the Committee to Audit and Control the Con
tingent Expenses of the Senate. 

The sum of $25,000 is ·authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
the purpose of the resolution. 

THE IMMIGR.!I.TION QUESTION 

Mr. ROBINSON of AI·kansas. Mr. President, I ask leave to · 
have printed in the RECORD a statement recently published in 

the journal known as Southwestern Resources, under date of 
April 27, 1928, entitled "Uncalled-for denunciation of Sena
tors," and relating particularly to the subject of immigration .. 

There being on objection, the article was ordered to be pti.nted 
in the RECORD, as follows : · 

UNCALLED-FOR DENUNCIATION OF SENATORS 

On March 2 some members of the executive committee of the South 
Texas Chamber of Commerce got together in San Antonio (six men in 
all) and passed some resolutions denouncing United States Senators 
SHEPPARD and MAYFIELD "as not entitled to further public trust" be
cause of action (or nonaction) on the subject of Mexican immigration. 

There are a million or more people in the territory covered by the 
South Texas Chamber of Commerce, and the vast majority certainly do 
not approve of the resolutions these six men put forth in their name. 

This is a similar case to that of the three tailors of Tooley Street 
that passed resolutions in the name of "We, the people of London." 

These resolutions were as follows : 
" Whereas neither of the United States Senators from Texas have 

seen fit to absolutely oppose before the Immigration Committee of the 
United States Senate the favorable reporting of legislation (popularly 
known as the Box bill) for the further restriction of Mexican immigra
tion to the United States; and 

" Whereas it this legislation is passed the entire population of the 
western and southwestern regions of the United States ~ill suffer 
irreparable financial loss due to the fact that the regions mentioned are 
dependent on agricultural and stock raising for their commercial as
sistance and that these industries can not be maintained in their present 
state of development if deprived of this labor: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the e(l;ec-utive committee of the chambe1· of commerce, 
That in the judgment of said committee these men have failed in thei:r 
obligations to the citizens of Texas and are not entitled to further public 
trust." 

We are strongly against the Box bill limiting the immigration from 
Mexico as provided in that bill as any of the western or southwestern 
people, and · have said so. But we realize that we are a very small 
minority of the people of the United States in this matter and are not 
able to force our desires on Congress or Congressmen. 

We fully recognize the fact that it the Box bill is passed by the 
present Congress it will do enormous harm to west and southwest Texas, 
and we do not want it to pass. In this respect perhaps 75 per cent 
of t11e people of Texas and 90 per cent of the people of the United 
States are eidler against us or do not care· whether the law is passed 
or not, and this is no time for us to become bellicose or unruly in our 
attitude on the bill. We positively can not accomplish anything by 
adopting that attitude. 

If the members of the executive committee who passed the resolutions 
that our Senators "are not entitled to further public trust" would 
read the proceedings of Congress and the leading magazines and news
papers of other parts of the country they would at once come to the 
conclusion that we are up against a bard proposition. They would see 
further that diplomatic reasons alone are stemming the tide favoring 
the Box bill. · 

So we are in the nature of supplicants and not battlers in the front
line trenches. 

Practically all the scientific and educational forces are against us, for 
the reason, as alleged, they see a future from a large immigration froin 
Mexico similar to that realized from such an immigration from Asia 
and Africa. 

The Box bill, we feel confident, will not be passed by , the present 
Congress. but a bill of similar nature, permitting a larger percentage, 
perhaps, of immigration from countries of the Western Hemisphere than 
from Europe, as was provided, we believe, by the Watson bill, will 
inevitably become a law in the future. 

We in this part of the country should therefore realize now that 
the thing to do is to provide ways and means for keeping the Mexican 
labor we have and that received during the next few years for Ionge~ 
terms by providing tenement, school, and social accommodations, as bas 
already been done by several of our large farm and land developers. 

Any plan for " seasonal " labor from a foreign country can not prove 
satisfactory to our people or to our Government. It would be a source 
of constant irritation for many reasons. So the thing to do is to get 
labor into this country and keep it here. 

These resolutions denouncing our United States Senators will put us 
in a bad light in other parts of the country, for the people there will 
think our plea is purely one of selfish aggrandizement if we display an 
unruly temper, whereas the question is one of profound economic impor
tance to us. We have begun developments of lands and farms, which 
will run through a term of years, founded upon getting Mexican _labor, 
the only kind of labor suited for the work, and if we are suddenly shut 
off from this labor it will do a vast lot of harm to the country, and the 
bill should be put off for a couple of years and then the quota increased. 

Senator SHEPP~D and Senator MAYFIELD have sedulously and con
tinually woi·ked Ior the benefit of our-western and southwestern section, 
and we feel sure that they will do what they can for us in their capacity 
as representatives of all people of Texas. 
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PREBnJENTIAL CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES 

Mr. wALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I observe in 
the resolution which the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON] 
-submitted this morning, calling for an investigation into the 
expenditures of money in presidential campaigns, no reference 
to the amount of money that may be expended by candidates. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate reported an 
amendment, to which I agreed, and which was adopted, carrying 
not to exceed 25,000 for that purpose. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. As a member of the commit
tee 1 approved of that amendmen,t, but tJ;tat is not the ?flatter 
to which I am calling the Senators attention. To my mmd, no 
investigation into the use of money by a candidate for public 
office can be effective unless there is a limit upon the amount 
of money which he can use. I would like to see the Senator 
from Arkansas or some other Senator who is not a candidate 
for office this 'year, present a resolution limiting the amount 
of money that a candidate for the Senate can use, ~o far as ~be 
Senate can express its sentiment upon that question. I thmk 
an attempt two years ago was made t? fix such a limit, b~t 
the resolution was prevented from bemg adop~ by. a fi~
buster. It seems to me that the work of the committee mv~ti
oatina ilie use of funds to bring about the election of Uruted 
State~ Senators could be made very much more effective if 
some limit was defined on the amount that could be used by 
a candidate or by an organization which is promoting the 
candidacy of a particular candidate. I should like the Senator's 
view on that suggestion. . 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I shall be glad to give con
sideration to the suggestion of the Senator from Massachu
settS and confer with him and other Senators upon the very 
important subject about which he has just spoken. 

The principle of the resolution which the Senate has ju_st 
passed is that the public and the Senate, as. well as other le~
lative agencies, are entitled to know. what lll;fluences ar~ bemg 
exerted to secure the selection of high public officers like the 
President of the United States. It is believed that publicity 
concerning that important question will be helpful in preventing 
the methods and practices which have prevailed in some pre
vious campaigns and which ought never to occur in elections 
in any country much less in the United States. , 
· Mr. CARAWAY. :Mr. President, I want to call the attention 

· .of the Senator from Massachusetts to the fact that, having 
served on the investigating committee in 1924, even a resolu- . 
tion limiting the amount that one might expend for his candi
dacy will utterly fail of its good intenti~ns and Plll1'oses mlle~s 
it takes into consideration two other thmgs. One IS the habit 
of grouping the expenses under a plan for support~~ 5 or 6 or 
8 or 10· candidates. Under the group system a mlllion dollars 
may be expended and when we try to find out if they have 
expended it to el~ct somebody to the Senate they will say that 
it included the State, county, and municipal _ tickets and there
-fore they can say they expended nothing for the senatorial 
candidate although he was on the ticket and got the benefit of 
the entir~ expenditure. If the Senator has in view trying to 
prepare a resolution along the line suggested, I hope he will 
take that into consideration. 

1\lr WALSH of Massachusetts. I appreciate the soundness 
of th~ suggestion the Senator from Arkansas makes. It is a 
common method devised to hide personal expenditures and 
expenses. . 

Mr. OARA WAY. Yes; and I call the Senator's attentiOn to 
the fact that if the resolution is to be effective it must also take 
into consideration expenditures made by independent ~mii?lt
tees in which case the candidate will declare he knew nothmg 
abo~t the expenditures and bad nothing to do with them. I 
have in mind where more than a million dollars was expended. 
in effect to support one candidate, but was expended by inde
pendent committees to support two candidates. ·The resolution 
ought therefore to take into consideration that situation and 
make provision for limiting group expenses. It ought to be 
made unlawful to expend money by committees or individuals in 
aid of a candidate or the candidacy of a candidate without the 
written consent of that candidate so that the candidate can not 
say, "I have no knowledge of the expenditure." _If those two 
things are not taken into account, such a resolution would be 
ineffective. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I wish the Senator might 
prepare such a resolution. I th~ it ought to be o~ered by 
some one who will not be a candidate in the approaching elec
tion. The Senator's experience on the previous committee in
-vestigating the elections of 1924 and 1926 ought to be very 
helpful. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Th<>Se two things have been the means of 
enabling candidates and others to conceal every illegal and 
corrupt expenditure that they might have made. 

1\fr. WALSH of Ma§Sachusetts. Of course, the purpose of the 
resolution offered by the Senator's colleague is that it gives 
publicity to the use of money. It makes it possible for the 
committee to inquire where abuses are alleged to exist, and let 
the public know what i going on. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I will say that I think it does more than 
that, and it is a-bout all it does do. It ~ows what frightfully 
bad memor~es people who handle campaign fund. have. I re
member the president of one of the greatest railroads in this 
country who, when testifying, remembered where be lived and 
of what railroad be was president, but beyond that his memory 
was an absolute blank. How he ever got home I have no idea 
yet, without some one leading him home. I remember a man 
who lived in a very large city and whose uncle handles the 
money of the country. He knew who his kin people were. He 
knew the city in which he was born. He knew what hi. poli
tics were. But beyond that his memory was as blank as that 
of a new-born babe. 

These investigations do not bring results unless we are will
ing to go back in the investigation and try to ascertain how 
much the organized committees spent, because they would not 
admit they had any of the money. I remember laboring with 
Mr. Patten, of Chicago, who at one ti,me had the reputation of 
corneling the wheat supply of the country. Patten's memory 
was so bad that he said he was a farmer. He told us with all 
solemnity that be reckoned that might be called his occupation. 
He did not know anything about the expenditures that his com
mittee was making. I remember very distinctly that the very 
distinguished former Senator from the Senator's own State, 
Mr. Butler, was conscious of the fact that if he had money be 
could control the election, and he thought somebody in con
nection with the machinery of the party was going to have the 
money, but he did not know who it was. 

Unless a resolution takes into consideration every item that is 
expended, whether expended by independent committees or by 
the candidates themselves1 we shall sometimes be compelled to 
whitewash the most corrupt use of money. 

Mr. W ALSII of :Massachusetts. Does not the Senator think 
that a resolution indicating that it is the en e of the Senate 
that not more than a certain sum shall be used would be bene
ficial in keeping down the use of money? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I think it would; but I think that there o
lution, as I said a moment ago, ought to provide that the use 
of money shall be considered whether it bas been spent with 01• 
without the knowledge of the candidate. Charge the candi
date with that knowledae. If his friends want to put him in a 
position where be may forfeit his eat by making undue and 
improper expenditures in his behalf, then it is for them to 
determine. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. l\Ir. President, of course that 
would have to be safeguarded so that some one who was an 
enemy of the candidate could not make expenditures in behalf 
of the candidate so as to charge him with tho e expenditures. 
It is going to be quite difficult to prepare a statute which will 
prove effective to prevent improper expenditures in these great 
campaigns. 

1\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think it is impossible. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. But I believe that the re o

lution just passed is undoubtedly broad enough to compre
hend the circumstances and the facts pointed out by my col
league the junior Senator from Arkansas. The question is 
whether the committee will be able to· procure the information. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The result will be that ometirnes we shall 
be compelled actually to whitewash a corrupt use of money be
cause we can not definitely connect the candidate with the 
expenditure. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CURTIS] has been on his feet 
for several minutes, and I presume be de ires to ask for the 
regular order ; so I de ist. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I do not desire to cut the 
Senator off, but I think we ought to proceed with the regular 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regular order is de-
manded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION-BOULDER DAM 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I rise to a question of personal 
privilege. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (?tfr. W A TERM~~ in the chair). 
The Senator will state it. 

Mr. BRUCE. In connection with the propagandist clippings 
inserted in the RECORD this rno~ing by the Senator from Mon-
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tana [Mr. WALsH], my attention is called to this statement in 
the ViTashington Herald. Speaking of the Boulder Dam bill the 
reporter says : 

JOHNSON-
That is to say, the Senator from California, l\lr. JoHNSON
JoHNSON earlier had given evidence that he was fully aware of re-

sumption Qf the filibuster which was employed in the last session by a 
handful of Senators to defeat the bill. 

Then in large type, that kind of type which might technically 
be known as scandalous or sensational type in newspaper or 
printing-house jargon, the report adds: 

BRUCE evades it. 
Then the report continues: 
When the bill came to the attention of the Senate yesterday afternoon 

for the third successive day, BRUCE, of Maryland, counted by the bill's 
foes as one of theil· number, asked fQr an opportunity to discuss another 
matter. 

JoHNSON reminded BRUCE that the Senate allows two hours every day 
for discussion of extraneous matters, and said BRUCE should have 
availed himself of that time. 

Of course, there is not the slightest ·foundation for the sugges
tion that I had any filibustering purpose in asking the Senator 

· from California [1\!r. JoHNSON] to give way to the Senator 
from New York [Mr. CoPELAND] and myself for a few minutes, 
in order that we might discuss the motion of the Senator from 
New York for the reconsideration of a bill giving the Merchants 
& Miners Transportation Co. the benefit of the guarantee pro
visions of the transportation act of 1920, which had been passed 
by the Senate and had gone to the House, and on motion of the 
Senator from New York had been returned to the Senate, so 
that its text might be considered in connection with the motion 
of the Senator from New York to reconsider. 

Perhaps some Senators will recall that when I made the 
request of t~ Senator from California I expressed my readiness 
to limit the discussion to a few minutes. Ne'\'er in my life have 
I attempted to impose any filibustering obstacle in the pathway 
of any legislative measure, either in the General Assembly of 
Maryland or in this body. I had no intent, of course, to fili
buster in relation to the bill to which I have referred when I 

_ ruad.e the request that I did of the Senator from California. 
The very fact that I offered to limit discussion to a few 

minutes demonstrates beyond the cavil of doubt that I could 
not have harbored any such idea. If this is the best in the way 
of truthful inference that the Washington Herald can do, I 
hope tbat it will take my advice and renounce its character as 
a general newspaper organ and become the speCial organ of 
l\Ir. F. J. McBride, general superintendent of the Anti-Saloon 
League. 

is present. 
calendar. 

The Secretary will state the first bill on .the 

The first business on the calendar was the bill ( S. 1182) to 
provide for the naming of certain highways through State and 
Federal cooperation, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McNARY. 1\Ii. President, on two fonner occasions the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. BLAINE] asked that this 
bill might go over. I fear that it would be unfair to him if I 
at this time should ask to have the bill considered; so, without 
any prejudice whatsoever, and probably with the privilege of 
calling it up later in the day, I ask that it go over at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 2447) for the relief of the stockholders of the 

First National Bank of Newton, 1\Iass., was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. KING. That bill has been objected to a number of times. 
The Senator from New Mexico heretofore has objected. I ask 
that it may go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

LOUISE A. WOOD 
The bill (S. 61) granting an increase of pension to Louise A. 

WoOd was announced as next in order. 
Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
1\fr. BINGHAM. l't1r. President, will the Senator withhold 

his objection for a moment? I think it is not generally under
stood that Mrs. Wood is at the present time receiving from the 
United States Government a pension of $30 a month. The 
Republic of Cuba, in recognition of the services which General 
Wood rendered to Cuba, is giving 1\frs. Wood a pension, if my 
recollection is correct; of about $500 a month. It seems to 
me that in a case of this kind, where we all recognize the 
tremendous services that General Wood rendered to the Republic 
in helping us toward preparedness in the days before the war, 
in his services in Cuba, in the Philippines, and afterwards as 
Chief of Staff, we owe his memory some special honor. 

There is no question that if it had not been for General 
Wood's action in starting the Plattsburg camps there would 
have been many more, perhaps thousands more, of our boys 
killed at the front, due to bad leadership on the part of officers. 
As a matter of fact, hundreds and thousands of officers received 
proper training, due to General Wood'·s far-sighted statesman
ship and ability. It seems to me that the least that can be 
done at the present time is for us to give adequate recognition 
to his widow. 

I hope the Senator will withdr·aw his objection and pennit 
the bill to pass. 

Mr. COPELAJ"...~. Mr. President, I join the Senator from Con
necticut in the sentiments he has expressed. I hope we may do 
honor to the memory of this great man by making ample provi
sion for his widow. I hope the Senator will withdraw his ob-

THE CALENDAR jection, and let the bill pass. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The calendar, under Rule l\Ir. SMOOT. Mr. President, I was a member of the Com-

VIII, is in order, and the clerk will state the first bill on the mittee on Pensions for about 20 years. It was a rule of that 
calendar. committee that pensions granted to widows of generals of the 

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, because the Senator from Con- Civil War should not exeeed $75 per month. I do not know 
necticut [Mr. BINGHAM], who is now absent from the Chamber, whether the committee has made any other ruling or not, but I 
desires to be here when the calendar is called, I suggest the do know that that was the rule while I was a member, for about 
absence of a quorum. 20 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. If this bill becomes a law-and nothing in the world would 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators please me better than to pay honor to the widow of General 

answered to their names: Wood-! can not see how we can avoid passing similar legis-
Ashm·st Edwards La Follette Sheppard lation for the widows of the Civil War and the other wars. We 
Bat·ktey Fess Locher Shipstead have gone this far with pensions, Mr. President. We grant the 
~fl;~~m E;;~<f;!~r ~f~~~~~f~~· ~~~~~sge widow of a Pr~sident of the United States a pension of $5,000. 
Black George McNary Smith Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is, in some instances. 
~l~~! 8f:!: l\f'ayfield Smoot 1\fr. SMOOT. I know of none, I will say to the Senator, with 
Borah Goff ~i~~~~ ~~~~~er the exception of the one to which I am going to call attention in 
Bratton Gooding Neely Stephens a moment. 

-~~~~~~;;J g~~~~e ~~~~[;k ~;g~s~sn l\Ir. ROBINSON of Arkansas. There is one surviving widow 
Bruce Hale Nye Tyson of a former Pre~ident of the United States for whom no provi-
Capper Harris Oddie Vandenberg sion has been. made. 

2~~1~¥J H~!~~ ~fl~::n ;:r~Yr:i~~t to~~{ s~~~~TtlH;~ew~~~[~t~et~~ r!~!~~d~~~t~n~~g g~~nfh~o ;~~~: 
Curtis Johnson Ransdell Warren ment I made. President Harrison's second wife was not granted 
~~f!ing 'I{e~drick ~~t1il:O~. Ark. ~h~~l:an a pension of $5,000 because of the fact that she never was in the 
Dill Keyes Sackett White House, and never was his wife while he was President. 
Edge King Schall Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I desire to call the Senator's 

Mr. GERRY. I wish to announce that the senior Senator attention to the fact that there is another exception. That is 
from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON] and the junior Senator from the case of the widow of Woodrow Wilson. 
Oklahoma [1\fr. THOMAS] are detained from the Senate as Mr. Sl\IOOT. Is that because she did not want it, or would 
members of the committee appo-inted to attend the funeral of not accept it? 
the late Representative l\IARTIN B. MADDEN, of Illinois. . Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. No, 1\Ir. President; no provi-

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WATERMAN in the chair). sion has been made for her. The Senate passed a bill, but it 
Eighty-two Senators have answered to their names. A quorum I never has passed the other body. 
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Mr. SMOOT. I understood-and not only th~t, but there will 

not be a question about it--
l\1r. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Oh, well, but there was a ques

tion. 
Mr. GLASS. There was a question about it. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is the difficulty. The 

bill passed thi body, but it failed of passage in another body. 
Mr. SMOOT. But I understood, Mr. President-! do not 

know whether it i so or not, but I have seen it in print-that 
Mrs. Woodrow Wilson requested that no action be taken on the 
bilL • 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. No. 
Mr. SWANSON. No. 
Mr. SMOOT. Then, if that is not so, a wrong has been done 

Mrs. Wilson, and it ought to be corrected. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Oh, ye . We know that. We 

realize it fully. I feel quite resentful about it. 
Mr. SMOOT. So would I, just as much a the Senator from 

Arkan as would. She is entitled to the pen ion if she is not 
drawing it and ha not said that she would not accept it. 

Mr. SWANSON. I introduced a bill for the purpose, and it 
was unanimously approved by the committee and by this body. 
It passed thi body unanimously. There was not a dissenting 
vote here. It went to the House and met some opposition there 
that prevented its consideration. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not know what it was, ~r. President; but 
I will say that if that is the case there was a wrong done Mrs. 
Wilson which ought to be corrected. 

:Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, if some other 
Senator does not do it, I propose to introduce a general bill pro
viding that all widows of former Presidents of the United States 
shall be entitled to a reasonable pension, or- to some reasonable 
provision. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that I will support 
such a measure with all my heart. It ought to be done. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think we ought to do that. 
Mr. FLETCHER. I think it has been the rule heretofore to 

grant pensions only when the President died in office. 
Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no. Mrs. Roosevelt had a pension voted 

to her. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I call for the regular 

order. 
Mr. FLETCHER. I think Mrs. Roosevelt's case was the only 

one. 
Mr. SMOOT. No, Mr. President ; I do not know anything 

about the rule of the House, but I will say to the Senator that 
the rule of the Senate for 21 years--

Mr. McKELLAR. I object to the further consideration of the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro

ceed to the consideration of the bill, notwithstanding the objec-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the motion 
of the Senator from Connecticut. 

The motion was rejected. 
DAVID M 1D. SHEARER 

The bill ( S. 2720) for the relief of David McD. Shearer was 
con idered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read, as 
follows: 

Bo it enacted, etc., That the claim of David McD. Shearer for com
pensation for the adoption and use by the Government of the United 
States of certain inventions relating to reinforced concrete revetment 
and construction and laying of same, made by said David 1\IcD. 
Shearer, and for which letters patent of the United States, Nos. 
1173879, 11738 0, and 1229152 were issued to him, be, and the same 
is hereby, referred to the Court of Claims, which court is hereby vested 
with jurisdiction in the premises, and whose duty it shall be to hear 
and determine, first, whether the said David McD. Shearer was the 
first and original inventor of the inventions described in said letters 
patent or any of them; and if said coul"t shall find that be was uch 
first and original inventor of any of the same; then to determine, 
second, what amount of compensation, if any, he is justly entitled to 
receive from tlle United States for the use of his said inventions, or 
any of them.- either before or since the date of said letters patent, 
up to the time of adjudication, and for a full and entire transfer of 
said several patents to the United States; and in determining the 
amount of compensation, if any, for the use of said inventions and 
transfer of said patents, the court shall take into consideration, as 
bearing on the question of reducing or increasing such compensation 
if, and so far as the facts may warrant, the facts, if proved, that while 
tbe said David McD. Shearer was engaged in perfecting the inventions 
he was in the service of the United States as a junior engineer super
intendent in charge of willow-bank revetment construction under the 
Mississippi River Commission, and whether and, if at all, to what 

extent said inve1:1tions or any of them were discovered or developed 
during the working hours of his Government service, and to what extent 
his said inventions for protection of river channels and banks differ 
from the methods previously used in material, method of laying, 
permanency, and value, and whether and, if at all, to what extent the 
expense of making experiments, trials, and tests for the purpose of 
perfecting said inventions was paid by ihe United States, and if any 
such expense was incurred by the United States, whether and, if at 
all, to what extent the United States received compensation for such 
expense. 

Either party may appeal to the Supreme ~ourt of the United States 
upon any such question where appeals now lie in other cases, arising 
during the progress of the hearing of said claim, and from any judg
ment in said case, at any time within 90 days after the rend i tion 
thereof; and any ju<lgment rendered in favor of the claimant shall 
be paid in the same manner as other judgments of the said Court of 
Claims; and the payment of such judgment shall vest the full an<l 
absolute right to said patents, and each of them, in the United States. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
oruered to be engros ed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

SINKING OF SUBMARINE " S-4 " 

The re olution ( S. Res. 109) creating a committee of the 
Senate to investigate the sinking of the ubmarine 8-4 was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. JONES. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 

over. 
Mr. SWANSON subsequently said: 1\Ir. President, Senate 

Resolution 109, creating a committee of the Senate to inve tigate 
the sinking of the submarine 8-4, was disposed of to-day by 
the adoption of a resolution directing that the investigation be 
conducted. I a k that Senate Resolution 109 be indefinitely 

· postponed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. W ithout objection, it will be 

indefinitely postponed. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Ohaffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed without 
amendment the bill (S. 4180) authorizing the attendance of the 
Marine Band at the Confederate Veterans' Reunion at Little 
Rock, Ark. 

The messagE' also announced that the Hou. e had agreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 13331) to 
authorize the President to present the distinguished flying cross 
to Ehrenfried Gunther von Huenefeld, James 0. FitzMaurice~ 
and Hermann Koehl. 

Bll.LS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 1939) granting pensions and increa e of pensions 
to widows and former widows of certain soldiers, ailor , and 
marines of the Civil War, and for other purpos , was announced 
a next in order. 

Mr. KING. 1\Ir. President, I have spoken to the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. NoRBECK] concerning a po ible amendment. 
He is not here, and I ask that the bill be passed over for the 
present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 132) to authorize the President to appoint Le Roy 

K. Pemberton a first lieutenant, Officers' Reserve Corps, United 
States Army, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill i reported adver ely. 
Without objection, it will be indefinitely po tponed. 

Mr. J()NES. No, 1\Ir. President; the Senator from Cali
fornia [1\Ir. SHORTRIDGE] is interested in that measure and 
would like to have it remain on the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be pas ed over. 
The bill ( S. 2053) to establish a military record for Daniel 

P. Tafe was announced as next in order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill also is reported 

adversely. 
l\Jr. REED of rennsylvania. Let it go over. 
l\lr. JONES. I think the same request ought to be made 

there. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be pas ed over. 
The bill ( S. 141) for the relief of Felix Meuler was an-

nounced as next in order. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill also i reported ad-

ver ·ely. 
1\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. Let it go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be pa sed over. 
The bill ( S. 2787) providing for the appointment of governors 

of the non-Christian Provinces in the Philippine Island by the 
Governor General without the consent of the Philippine Senate 
was announced as next in order. 
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 1) proposing an amendment 

to the Constitution of the United States prohibiting war was 
announced as next in order. · 

Mr. BAYARD. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 

pa sed over. 
Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro

ceed to the consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 1. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the motion 

of the Senator from North Dakota. 
The motion was rejected. 
The bill ( S. 133) for the relief of Kenneth B. Turner was 

announced as next in order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill is reported adversely. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The Senator from California 

[Mr. SHORTRIDGE] ha expressed a desire to discuss these fo~r 
bills that are adversely reported. I ask, therefore, that thiS 
bill may go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
STANDARDS FOR HAMPERS, ROUND-STAVE BASKETS, ETC. 

The bill (S. 2148) to fix standards for hampers, round-stave 
baskets, and splint baskets fo1· fruits and vegetables, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let that go over. 
Mr. BAYARD. l\Ir. President, will the Senator withdraw his 

objection? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I will withold it while the Senator makes 

a statement. 
MT. McNARY. Mr. President, with great care I have tried 

to meet every objection to this bill, and I know of no Senator 
who has given it any tudy who has any remaining objection. 
Has the Senator an objection unto himself? 

1.\Ir. McKELLAR. Yes; I have letters from many, many users 
of baskets and such containers as are here mentioned in my 
State, and they are unanimously opposed to it so far as I can 
find out. 

Mr. MoNARY. Is not that limited to the %-bushel hamper? 
I can answer the question. It is. 

1\!r. McKELLAR. I am not sure about that. I can not say 
about it. 

1\:lr. McNARY. I am sure about it. 
Mr. McKELLAR. But I know that they are very much 

opposed to the terms of this bilL Th~ Senator will recall that 
I objected once before in order to have an opportunity to look 
into it and when I looked at my correspondence I found that 
every ietter-and I have had many letters about it-was opposed 
to the bill. 

1\fr. GLASS. If the Senator . will examine his correspondence, 
I imagine he will find that the objection wa · t() tlle omis ·ion 
of the %-bushel receptacle. The Virginia fruit growers raised 
the same ()bjection, and I understand that has been remedied. 

1\fr. McNARY. Absolutely. That is precisely the situation 
in Tenne see. I am quite conversant with the proposition. I 
am not going to force the bill on the Senator by moving to 
take it up this morning; but about tw() weeks ago the Senator 
from Tennessee said that he would look over his correspondence 
and let me know. At the next opportunity I shall insist upon 
the bill coming before the Senate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. All right. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten

ne see object? 
1\fr. McKELLAR. I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

BILLS PAS SED OVER 

The bill ( S. 2149) authorizing and directing the Secretary of 
Agriculture t() investigate all phases of crop insurance was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. 1\Ic~ARY. Mr. Pre ident, I want that bill to go over 
for the purpose of collecting some data which I desire to submit 
for the RECORD when I ask to have it considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 1414) for the prevention and removal of obstruc

tions and burdens upon interstate commerce in cottonseed oil 
by regulating transactions on future exchanges, and for other 
purpo e , was announced a next in order. 

l\Ir. COPELAND. Mr. President, this bill involves certain 
matters which are now in process of adjustment. I ask that the 
bill be passed over for the present. 

The PRESIDING OFFlCEU.. ;I'he bill will be passed over. 
EXTENSION OF CLASSIFIED SERVICE TO SERVICE POS~ASTERS 

The bill ( S. 1728) placing service postmasters in the classified 
service was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BLEASE. Let that go over. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I was not in the Senate Chamber 
when the calendar was taken up. Is it in order to make a 
motion that this bill be taken up for consideration despite the 
objection? 

The PRESIDING OFFIOER. It is. 
Mr. BRUCE. · Then I move that it be taken up for considera- · 

ti()n despite the objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question on the motion 

of the Senator from Maryland. [Putting the question.] By the 
sound the noes seem to ha\e it. 

Mr. JONES. I call for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
l\Ir. SIMMONS. l\Ir. Pre ident, before the vote is taken, I 

should like to know what thi · bill is about. 
l\Ir. BRUCE. It is a bill to place service postmasters in the 

classified service. That is to say, it is a bill to provide that 
where a postmaster comes out of the classified service and is 
made a postmaster he shall not lose his classified status but 
shall be eligible to transfer to some position in the classified 
service. 

l\Ir. SWANSON. 1\Ir. President, it will take all day--
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I rise to a point of 

order. . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion to take up the bill 

is not debatable. 
Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, allow me to say just a word. 1 

It may save some time. 
Mr. JONES. I object. 
l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. I call for the regular order. 
1\Ir. BLEASE. I just wish to say that if this biU is taken 

up, there will be nothing else done before 2 o'clock. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I demand the regular order. 
1\lr. BLEASE. That is all I wanted to say. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion is not debatable. ! 

The roll will be called. 
The legi lative clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
1\Ir. BRATTON (when his name was called). I have a· gen- 1 

eral pair with the junior Senator from Indiana [Mr. RoBIN- • 
soN]. In his absence, not }rnowing how. he would vote, I with- 1 

hold my vote. . 1 

Mr. CURTIS (when his name was called). I ~ve a pair 1 

with the Eenior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Roar~SO:\']. Not · 
knowing how he would vote if present, I withhold my vote. , 

Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON.] In · 
his absence, I withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 
l\Ir. JO!\"'ES. I desire to announce that the Senator from 

Delaware [Mr. ou Po TT] i paired with the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL]. 

.1 also desire to announce that the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DENEEN] is necessarily absent on business of the Senate. 

l\Ir. BROUSSARD. I have a pair with the senior Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. MosES]. I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS], and vote nay. 

1\-lr. GERRY. I w1sh to ann()unce the following general 
pairs: 

The senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. REED] with the 
senior Senator from Massa.chusetts [Mr. GILLETT]; 

The senior Senator fr()m Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN] with the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. PINE]; 

The junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. HAWES] with the 
senio:." Senator from Vermont [Mr. GREEI{E] ; and 

The senior Senator from Mississ:ppi [Mr. HARRISON] with 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN]. 

I am not advised how these Senators would vote on this 
question. 

The re ult was announced-yeas 31, nays 25, as follows: 
YEA.S-31 

Blaine. Frazier La Follette Schall 
Brookhart Goff McMaster Shipstead 
Bruce Gooding l\IcXary Steiwer 
Capper Hale Metcalf Stephens 
Couzens Harris Norris Vandenberg 
Cutting Howell Nye Walsh, Mass. 
Dale Jones Odrtie Waterman 
Edge Kendrick Sackett 

NA.YS-25 
Bayard Fletcher Phipps Tydings 
Bing bam Glass Reed, Pa. Tyson 
Black Hayden Sheppard Walsh. Mont. 
Blease King Simmons WarTeu 
Borah 1\IcKellar Smoot 
Broussard Mayfield Steck 
Caraway Overman Swanson 

NOT VOTI G-38 
.Ashurst Curtis Edwards GillPtt 
Barkley Deneen Fe s Gould 
Bratton Dill George Greene 
Copeland duPont "Gerry Harrison 
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Hawes Moses Reed, Mo. 
HPfl.in Neely Robinson, Ark. 
Johnson Norbeck Robinson, Ind. 
Keyes Pine Shortridge 
Locher Pittman Smith 
McLean Ransdell Thomas 

Trammell 
Wagner 
Watson 
Wheeler 

- So the motton was agreed to ; and the Senate, as in Com
mittee of the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1728) 
placing service postmasters in the classified service. 

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, of course we have differences 
of opinion and all of us are credited with being honest in the 
opinions we have, but it is impossible for me to see how any 
man can vote for this bill who advocates civil service and advo
cates competency in office. 

This bill is not a civil service bill under which a man would 
stand an examination, and after he stood his examination would 
be appointed to a post office. It provides that if a man is a 
postmaster without any civil-service examination whatever, 
without any test as to his competency, as to· whether he can fill 
the position adequately or not--

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator for 
a moment? I d(} not think the Senator has grasped the mean
ing of the bill. It relates only to a _person who has been pro
moted, appointed, or transferred from the classified civil service 
to the position of postmaster. 

M:r. BL~SE. I grasp the situation exactly. The bill should 
be entitled "A bill to perpetuate Republican postmasters in office 
for life." That is what it means, nothing more and nothing less. 
That is God's plain-spoken truth. 

Mr. BRUCE. If the Senator will permit me, I might say it 
is a bill to perpetuate the postmasters in their positions whether 
Republicans or Democrats. 

Mr. BLEASE. How many Democratic postmasters have we? 
Mr. BRUCE. How many were there during Mr. Wilson's 

time? 
Mr. BLEASE. I am n(} defender of Mr. Wilson's administra-

tion, thank God. 
Mr. BRUCE. How many were ·there during Mr. Cleveland's 

time? 
Mr. BLEASE. I am not a defender of Cleveland. Ben Till

man gave him the devil from the time he got here until he left. 
Mr. BRUCE. I am afraid the Senator's status as a Demo

crat is incit>able of definition. 
Mr. BLEASE. Probably it is. I am glad that it is, too, Mr. 

President, when I consider some things they have done in the 
past. 

Mr. President, I want to read a letter I received regarding 
this bill. I have two or three of them to read, and I can assure 
any Senator who wants to go to lunch that it will be 2 o'clock 
before I get through. 

This letter is as follows : 

Hon. CoLE L. BLEASE1 

PITNEY-BOWES POSTAGE METER Co., 
New Yark, April U, 19f8. 

United States Setlate, Washington, D. 0. 
Reference Senate bill 3890. 

DEAR SENn'OR BLEASE :. Ex-Cong:ressi;Uan Frank Mondell, employed 
by the Standard Mailing Machines Co., of Everett, Mass., with Mr. 
Bascom Slemp to force the above-mentioned bill through Congre s in 
opposition to the Post Offi~e Department,. stated at the hearings before 
the Senate Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads last Monday, April 
23, that be was sending to each member of the committee copies of 
letters from users of the Standard Co.'s machines purporting to repre-
sent a public demand for the passage of this legislation. _. _ 

To properly judge the value of these letters we attach photostatic 
copy of the circular appeal sent out by the Standard Mailing Machines 
Co. announcing the measures they have taken to promote_ this legislation, 
with a brief reply to the points raised. 

We call your attention to the fact that the concerns who have w_rit
ten have no just cause for complaint, because their equipment was pur
chased with a full kn<>wledge of the postal regulations (unless they 
were not properly represented to them), which have always required 
300 pieces of nonmetered permit matter in one mailing. 

The Standard Co. manufacture a postage-printing device offering no 
protective featnres whatever to the revenues of the Post Office Depart
ment, and so far as . the collection of postage is concerned no different 
from band stamps, printing presses, II).ultigraphs, etc. They are en
deavoring to have such devices recognized on terms of complete equp.lity 
1'7ith devices known as postage meters specifically authorized by the 
Post Office Department for the advance collection of postage, operating 
under Government lock and seal, and inaccessible to the user. Such 
devices are in daily operation by over 200 nationally known concerns 
throughout tbe cotmtry, whose mailings would be unnecessarily curtailed 
by the passage of this bill. This system has operated for seven years 
without failure in any respect whatever. 

Smaller devices to bring this meritorious system within the scope of 
smaller ~ailers are already approved by the Post Office Department. 

The passage of this bill would not only prevent this development but 
would break down the entire system as now operating. 

The record o! the hearings befqre the Senate committee fully exposes 
the futility of this legislation, but for your convenience we are inclos
ing a short summary of the objections to the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. H. WHEELER, Jr., 

Vice President and General Manager. 

I nave alS(} a letter from the Standard Mailing Machines Oo. 
of Everett, Mass., which is signed by J. :U. Holmes, president'. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
statement along the line he has suggested about the purpose 
of the bill? 

Mr. BLEASE. I yield. 
Mr. BLACK. Down in Alabama quite recently there was an 

~xamination held for a -very sm~ post .office. One lady, who 
IS very capable, stood the exammation successfully. Unfortu
nately for her, however, she happens to be a Democrat. So 
when the question of the appointment came up we were in: 
fo~med that it is ~possible, under the rules pr~mulgated, for 
this lady to be appomted, even though he is the only one who 
has successf~y passed the examination, because it is abso
lutely ess~~l that th~y have tiu:ee eligibles who have pa sed 
the exallll.llation before they make an appointment. If they 
do not have three, they J:lave no right to appoint this one, even 
though she has met every test which they have proposed for 
her. Therefore she has not been appointed and there will soon 
be a new examination, according t(} what rules I am not in
formed, but perhaps some of those tests may be a little more 
lenient the next time. 

Mr. BLEASE. I thank the Senator. I can aive him some 
similar instances in my own State. b 

Mr. BRUCE. 1\lr. President, . if the Senator will permit me 
to interrupt, perhaps that lady was left alone becau e the other 
tw(} dropped out for the very purpose of shutting her out from 
the fruits of her success. 

Mr. BLACK. They attempted to stand the examination and 
could not. They failed, but she passed ; and now it is said' that 
although she passed, she is not qualified until two others pass 
some kind of an examination. 

M_r. BLE~SE .. Mr. President, I want particularly to reau a 
section of this letter, because I may not have time to read it all. 

1\Ir. BRUCE. May I interrupt the Senator again? 
Mr. BLEASE. Certainly. 
Mr. BRUCE. Do~s th_e Senator t_hink there is anything 

unreasonable and un~us~ m a law which is careful to provide. 
that before the appomting power makes an appointment thue 
shall be at least three persons eligible, so that a proper oppor
tunity to find just the right person shall be a:ff(}rded? 
~r. BLACK. I think it is not just, when they have an exami

natiOn and one meets all the tests they propose to say to that 
one~ "You shall not have the office." It leaves too much (}ppor
tumty to do exactly what. they are doing, to appoint those of the 
political persuasion they desire. 

M~·· BRUCE. Then the Senator is quarreling with every civil 
·serv1ce statu~ that has ever been enacted by Congre s, because 
they all requrre that there shall be an examination and then 
f1·om an eligible list consisting of not less than a certttin number 
of .pe~wns the choice shall be made. The idea is that the ap
pomting power should haye some little latitude of selection o as 
to get the pr(}per person. 

_Mr. BLACK. I ani quarreling with any system which per
~mts any lady wh_o st~nds the test, and needs the position, and 
lS capable of filling 1t, to be deprived of gettincr the job by 
reason of those higher up hiding behind a rule ~f that kind. 
This is a very small post office. The probability is · that it is 
impossible to get three to stand the test. I do not know whether 
they can (}r not. ~rtainly they have not done so up to date 
and the whole object is to appoint a person of the particula; 
persuasion that they desire. If that is quarreling with the 
system, then I am against the system. 

l\Ir. BRUCE. The object of the law is to obtain the very 
best person who is available for the position, not from any 
chivalrous motive of any kind to best(}W an office anywhere on 
a lady. 

Mr. Sl\UTH. _ Mr. President, if my colleague will allow me, 
I want t(} ask the S~ator from Maryland if it is his idea .. that 
the written test is merely the mental test, and then the examin
ing board should have some latitude in finding out the other 
qualifications, personal qualifications, that may enable· one 
taking the examination to be placed ahead of the one who had 
the beUer mental qualifications; in other words to give the 
examining board latitude to select the best pe;son if he is 
mentally equipped, though he may not make as high a grade 
mentally as the other 1 
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Mr. BRUCE. All that is foreign to the purpose of this bill. 

The bill simply provides that where some person has been 
examined and has been appointed as the result of a certained 
merit, and has become the incumbent of a position under the 
ch11-service system, then, when he is appointed to a post
mastership, he shall not lose his civil-service status, but that 
he shall remain in the civil service without term, just as he 
was in the civil service without term before. In other words, 
it is to pre .. erve the permanency of tenure, that is all, even after 
a man bas become a postmaster, that he enjoyed in the clas ·ifted 
service before he had become a postmaster. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand thoroughly the purpose of the 
bill, but I was asking the Senator from Maryland--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 o'clock ·having 
arrived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished busi-
ness, which is Senate bill 728. • 

1\Ir. SMITH. I am inclined to agree with the Senator that 
we can not know what the proper qualifications may be simply 
by a mental examination or by an educational te t, and I rather 
think that having two or three on the eligible list from which 
to elect is in p1·inciple sound. _ 

Mr. BRUCE. Absolutely. I am very much obliged to the 
Senator from South Carolina for making the suggestion he has. 
The very idea of having an eligible list is to give some latitude 
of selection to the appointing power, and especially to give an 
opportunity to the appointing power, among other things, to 
determine whether mere scholastic qualifications should be 
heeded. . 

Mr. SMITH. There might be some of them as to whom there 
is no evidence which can be presented by a mere mental examina
tion, and the appointing power oug~t to have some latitude in 
wbich to find out what are the other qualifications. 

Mr. BRUCE. I thank the Senator for his very apt suggestion. 
Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state the par

liamentary inquh·y. 
l\Ir. BLEASE. Does the bill now take its place on the cal

endar again ? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is now returned to the 

calendar. . . . . 
Mr. BLEASE. There can be no further consideration of it 

to-day, the hour of 2 o'clock having been reached? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from South Caro

lina is correct. The bill goes back to its place on the calendar. 
BOULDER DAM 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill ( S. 728) to provide for the construction 
of works for the protection and development of the lower Colo
rado River Basin, for the approval of the Colorado River com-
pact, and for other purposes. · 

l\lr. Sl\100T addressed the Senate. After having spoken for 
2 hours and 15 minute , he yielded the floor for the day. His 
speech is pubHshed entire in the RECORD of May 1, commencing 
on page 7515. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of executive business. 
· The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o'clock and 
30 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned untll to-morrow, Tues
day, May 1, 1928, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Emecutive twmtin-ations t·eceivea by the Senate April· 30, 1928 

PROMOTIONS IN THE FOREIGN SERVICE 

From Foreign Service officer of c"lwls 2 to F01·eign #ervioe officer 
· of class 1 · 

Clarence E. Gauss, of Connecticut. 
Edward J. Norton, of Tennessee. · 

Fmm Foreign Service otftoer of class 3 to Foreign Service officer 
· of class 2 
Willys R. Peck, of California. 
Mahlon Fay Perkins, of California. 

Fronr, Foreign Service officer of class 4 to Foreign Service officer 
ot class 3 

Coert du Bois, of California. 
Dana G. Munro, of New Jersey. 

From F'orei gn Service officer of class 5 to Forei,gn Service officer 
of class 4 

John P. Hurley, of New York. ··: 
Herschel V. Johnson, of North Carolina. 
0. Gaylord M8:rsh, of Washington. 

From Foreign Service officer of class 6 to Foreign Service officer 
of class 5 

Lucien 1\femminger, of South- carolina. 
Jefferson Patterson, of Ohio. 
R. A. Wallace Treat, of Ohio. 

F-rom Foreign Servi.ce officer of class 7 to Forei.gn Service officer 
of class 6 

Haymond Davis, of Maine. 
Dopald R. Heath, of Kansas. 
Renwick S. McNiece, of Utah. 
George P. Shaw, of California. 

Fr01n Forei{fn Service officer of class 8 to Foreign Service officer I 
ot class 7 

Charles A. Bay, of Minnesota. -
Herbert S. Bursley, of the District of Columbia. 
Samuel J. Fletcher, of Maiae. 
Lynn W. Franklin, of Maryland. 
Raymond H. Geist, of Ohio. 
Stuart E. Grutnmon, of New Jersey. 
Charles H. Heisler, of Delaware. 
Walter H. McKinney, of Michigan. 
Fletcher Warren, of Texas. 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE 

Harris F. Mires, of Tacoma, Wash., to be assistant to the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, in place of Charles R. Na~h. 
resigned. 

CoAST GuARD OF THE UNITED STATES 
To be lie'utenants, ju-nior grade 

l Lieut. (Junior Grade) (temporary) Clifford D. Feak. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) (temporary) Eugene S. End-om. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) (temporary) Philip E. Shaw. 

. ~ 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) ·(temporary) George N. Bernier. 
Ensign (temporary) Leonard 1\l. Melka. 
Ensign (temporary) Earle G. Brooks. 

To be ensigns 
Ensign (temporary) Frank K. Johnson. 
Ensign (temporary) Chester \V. Thompson. 
Ensign (temporary) Frederick G. Eastman. 
Ensign (temporary) Leslie D. Edwards. 
Ensign (temporary) Edwin C. Whitfield. 
Ensign (temporary) DeEarle 1\f. Log don. 
The above-named officers have met the requirements for ap

pointment in the regular Coast Guard as set forth in section 
5 of the act of July 3, 1926. 

To be lieute-nants (temporary) 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) (temporary) Chester 1\fcP. Anderson. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) (temporary) Arthur J. e:Jraig. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) (temporary) Harold B. Adams. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) (temporary) William J. Austermann. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) (temporary) William H. Jacobson. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) (temporary) Edward S. Moale. 

To be lieutenants {jttnior grade) (temporary) 
Ensign (temporary) Edward W. Holtz. 
Ensign (temporary) Ernest A. Ninness. 
Ensign (temporary) Hugh V. Hopkins. 
Ensign (temporary) Edward E : Hahn, jr. 
Ensign (temporary) William ·Bowman. 
Ensign (temporary) Archibald J. 1\Iaclean. 
'Ensign (temporary) Chester A. A. Anderson. 
Ensign (temporary) Ellis P. Skolfield. 
Ensign (temporary) Dorian E. Todd. 
The above-named temporary commissioned officers are recom

mended for promotion in accordance with the provisions of 
section 4 (c) of the act approved April 21, 1924. · 

APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
To be professor of chemistry, mineralogy, and geology at the 

United States Milita-ry Acad-e11vy 
Lieut. Col. Chauncey Lee Fenton, Coast· Artillery ·corps, from 

October 17, 1928, vice Prof. Wirt' Robinson, to be retired from 
active service October 16, 1928. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 

To be colonels 
IJ.eut. Col. Harry Newton Cootes, Cavalry, from April 19. 

1928. 
Lieut. Col. Charles Haskell Morrow, Infantry, from April 23. 

1928. 
To be lieutenant colonels 

Maj. Charles School Bfakely, Field Artillery, ft·om April 19. 
1928 . . 

Maj. Charles Thomas Smart, Infantry, from April 23, 1928. 
Maj. George Bowditch Hunter, Cavalry, fro,m April 23, 1928. 
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To- be majors 

Capt. Harry Langdon Reeder, Infantry, from April 19, 1928. 
Capt. Jay Edward Gill:fillan, Inff!ntry, from April 23, 1928: 
Capt. Richard Jaquelin Marshall, Quartermaster Corps, from 

April 23, 1928. 
Capt._ Leon Edward Ryder, Cavalry, from April 24, 1928. 

To be captains 
First Lieut. Kenyon Putnam Flagg, Co-ast Artiller_y Corps, 

from April 19, 1928. 
First Lieut. Joseph Burske H~er, Coast Artillery Corps, 

from April 23, 1928. 
First Lieut. Edward Lucien Supple, Coast Artillery Corps, 

from April 23, 1928. 
First Lieut. Samuel McCullough, Coast Artillery Corps, from 

April 24, 1928..._ 
To be first li~utenants 

Second Lieut. Russell b"'merson Bates, Coast Artillery Corps, 
from April 19, 1928. 

Second Lieut. Earl Shuman Gruver, Infantry, from April .22, 
1928. 

Second Lieut. Warren Cole Stout, Field Artillery, from April 
23, 1928. -

Second Lieut. David Barbour Barton, Signal Corps, from 
April 23, 1928. 

Second Lieut. Paul Russell Covey, Field Artillery, from April 
24, 1928. 

C01\TFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations coufirmed by the Smwte April 30, 1928 

. REAPPOI -TMENT IN THE ARMY 

GENERAL OFFIOER 

Brig. Gen. James Sumner Jones to be brigadier general, Ad
jutant General's Department Reserve. 

POSTMASTERS 

FLORIDA 
James A. Zipperer, Madison. 

ILLINOIS 

Louis A. Luetgert, Elmhurst. 
William R. Fletcher, Joliet. 

INDIANA 

· · Harley 0. Poor, Etna Green. 
KA.NSAS 

Myron Johnson, Oakley. 
KENTUCKY 

James A. Bargan, Camp Knox. 
Edward B. Ray, Canmer. 
Sam H. Fisher, McRoberts. 

MAINE 

Ralph A. Bessey, Canton. 
NEW HAMPSHmE 

Fred W. Smith, North Woodstock. 
OHIO 

- ·MH:!hael J. Meek; McDonald. 
Harry L. McClarra.n, Wooster. 

OREGON 
Charles \V. Perry, Richland. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

William T. Davies, Forest City. 
Gertrude Klinefelter, Jonestown. 
Frank P. Lightner, Loysville. 

RHODE ISLAND 

David Ross, Ashton. 
TENNESSEJll 

Velnia T. Riley, Algood. 
James F. Toney, jr., Erwin. 
Alice L. Nee9ham, Trimble. 

Sol D. Smith, Granbury. 
Olive Raoul, Gustine. 

TEXAS 

Daniel B. Gilmore, McGregor. 
Duane B. Scarborough, Oakwood. 
Thomas B. Higgins, Reagan. 
Homer H. Turner, Rockdale. 
Jesse L. Holcomb, Seminary Hill. 
Clarence V. McMahan, Waco. · 
Alice Pipes, White Deer. 

UTAH 

Edward J. Yoqng, jr., VeynaL 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MoNDAY, 'April30, 1928 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rabbi William Franklin Rosenblum, of the Washington He

brew Congregation, Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: · 

0 Lord, our God, maRter of the universe. in whose hands 
are the souls of all the living and the spirits of all flesh, Thou 
who knowest and orderest an things well, and before whose 
presence we bow in adoration and submission, hallowed be Thy 
name. 

On this day we resume our labors of ervice to our country 
and to opr Nation from which we paused to ren<ler tribute to a· 
colleague and friend who has gone to sit in the assembly on 
high. His voice will no longer sound in these Halls, his pres
epee no more abide in our mid t, who but yesterday was eager 
and alert in the performance of his duties, even as we are JJ.t 
this hour. 

0 our God, now that Thy visitation is past, may we draw 
water of chastening from the wells of salvation. May w~ 
reconsecrate ourselves to om· work in meekness and in humility, 
and thus, in acknowledging our smallness in Thy sight, hallow 
ourselves and ennoble our deeds in the sight of our fellow men. 

May our deliberations and decisions reflect our convictions. 
May we remain blind to artifice an<l blandishment, deaf to the 
sweet accents of flattery or the ominous murmurings of com
plaint. .May we have regard only for the advancement of our 
Nation, the welfare of its citizens and the peace of humanity, 
and thus bear witness before all the world that Thou art our 
ruler, and that Thine is the power and the glory and the 
majesty. Amen. Amen. 

The Journals of the proceedings of Saturday, April 28, an<l 
Sunday, April 29, were read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its principal 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed with amendments, 
in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives was 
requested, a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 13331. An act to authorize the President to pre ent the 
distinguished :flying cross to Ehrenfried Gunther von Huenefeld, 
James C. FitzMaurice, and Hermann Koehl. · 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with
out amendment a joint resolution of the Hou e of the follow
ing title: 

H. J. Res.192. Joint resolution to provide for the coinage of 
a medal in commemoration of the achievements of Col. Charles 
A. Lindbergh. · 

The message further announced that the Senate· had passed 
bills of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House was requested: 

S. 3723. An act to amend and reenact subdivision (a) of sec
tion 209 of the transportation act, 1920. 

S. 3919. An act awarding a gold medal to Lincoln Ell worth. 
The message also announced that the Senate insists upon its 

amendments to the bill (H: R. 11026) entitled "An -act to pro
vide for the coordination of the public-health activities of the 
Government, and for other purposes," disagreed to by the House 
of Representatives, agrees to the conference asked by the House 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. JoNES, Mr . .McNARY, and M1·. FLETCHER to be the conferrees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The message further announced that the Senate agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 10141) entitled "An act granting pensions and increase 
of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army 
and Navy, etc., and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other 
than the Civil War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors." 

The message also announced that the Senate did, on April 28, 
1928, pass the fGllowing resolution: 

Resolved, That the Senate accept tbe invitation of the House of Rep
resentatives to attend the funeral of Ron. 'MARTIN B. MADDEN, late a 
Representative from the State of Illinois, in the House of Repl'cs~ta
tives at 12 o'clock meridian on Sunday, April 29, 1928, and thnt a com
mittee of 10 Senators be appointed by the Vice President to act with the 
committee appointed by the House of Representatives fo take order for 
superintending tbe funeral. 

The message further announced that pursuant to the fore
going resolution, the Vice President had appointed Mr. DENEEN, 
Mr. CURTIS, Mr. RoBINSON of Aikansas, Mr. WARREN, Mr. OVER
MAN, 1\Ir. SMOOT, Mr. W ALSB of Montana, 1\Ir. McNARY, Mr. 
IIAmusoN, ang M!.~ ~~~ember~ of Ule cgmmi~e ~.m the part 
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of the 'senate to act with the committee appointed by the House 
of Representatives to take order for superintending the funeral 
of the deceased. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the following titles were taken from tJ;te Speake~'s 

table and, under the rule, refeiTed to the appropriate commit
tees, ru follows : 

S. 3693. An act authorizing the city of C(:mncil Bluffs, Iowa, 
and the city of Omaha, Nebr., or either of them, to constru~t, 
maintain, and operate a free highway bridge across the MIS
souri River between Council Bluffs, Iowa, and Omaha, Nebr. ; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3723. An act to amend and reenact subdivision (a) of sec-· 
tion 209 of the transportation act, 1920; to the Committee on 
Inter ·tate and Foreign Commerce. 

ATTENDANCE OF MARINE BAND AT THE CONFEDERATE VETERANS' 
REU ION, L.ITTLE ROCK, ARK. 

1\fr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I am directed by the 
ranking member of the Naval Affairs Committee in th~ city, Mr. 
DARROW to ask unanimous consent to call up the bill (H. R. 
132G2) ~utho;:.izing the attendance of the Marine Band at the 
Confederate veterans' reunion at Little Rock, Ark. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia a ks unani
mous consent to call up the bill H. R. 13252 and consider the 
same. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
l\Ir. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent that a Senate bill-S. 418Q-of the same purport be sub
stituted for the Hou ·e bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani
mou.· consent that a ·imilar Senate bill be substituted for the 
Hou,·e bill. Is . tltere objection? 

There wa no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The-Clerk will r·eport the bill. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows : 
Be it enacted, etc., That the President is authorized to permit the 

United States Marine Band to attend and give concerts at the Confed
erate Veterans' Reunion to be held at Little Ro{!k, Ark., May 8 to 11, 
1928. 

SEC. 2. For the purpose of defraying the expenses of the band in 
attending such reunion there is hereby appropliated, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $7,872, or so 
much thereof as may be necessary. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. l\Ir. Speaker, as I caught the reading, 
the sum of $13,252 is appropriated and not authot~zed. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. This is the Senate bill, and I am 
asking to sub titute this for the House bill. The House bill 
a.uthorizes the appropriation, but the Senate bill makes the 
appropriation. The Naval Committee Qf the House bas not 
jmisdiction to make an appropriation. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Has the Senate committee authority to 
appropriate money directly? 

l\Ir. VINSON of Georgia. You will have to propound that to 
a better parliamentarian than I am. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. I think I will offer an amendment. We 
ouo-bt not to establish a bad precedent. 1: have no objection 
to "'the appropriation. · 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. UNDERHILL. I yield. 
1\Ir. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman says he has no 

objection to making the appropriation. I ~ink the .gentle~an·s 
first su.,..,.estion is the one that has any merit; that IS, making a 
bad pre"'c~dent. But why make the authorization now and have 
an emergency bill come in to-morrow when you ean make the 
appropriation now? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. For the orderly procedure. 
1\Ir. GARNER of Texas. The Senate has the right to origi

nate appropliation bills except revenue bills. The Constitution 
does not prohibit the Senate from making this appropriation. 

1\Ir. RAGON. I think I can explain it, and give the reasons. 
The bill was introduced by Senator RoBINSON in the Senate 
last week and at the same time he asked me to introduce one 
here. Th~ matter was taken up with him three weeks ago. 
In the meantime we both became ill. I happened to get up 
sooner than he did, and he only retm'lled to the Senate last 
Thursday or Fliday. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. How much delay will it incur? 
Mr. RAGON. The delay may ruin us. The reunion is on the 

8th. Little Rock is not a large city. The hotel facilities will be 
l1eavily taxed. I have had urgent wires the latter part of last 
week to give them information as to the number in attendance. 

Mt·. UNDERHILL. In view of the urgency, Mr. Speaker. I 
will not offer an amendment. 

The bill was ordered to be re·ad the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

A motion to reconsider the vote whereby the bill was passed 
was laid on the table. 

ROSS F. COLLINS 
Mr. VINSON of Georgia. 1\fr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent to be permitted to file a supplemental report on the bill 
(H. R. 3221) for the relief of Ross F. Collins from the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

REREFERENCE OF A BILL-JOL.~T-STOCK LAND BANKS 

l\Ir. DYER. Mr. Speaker, the bill S. 4039, to exempt joint
stock land banks from the provisions of section 8 of the act en
titled "An act to supplement existing laws against unlawful 
restraints and monopolies, and for other purposes, approved 
October 15, 1914, as amended," was referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. I ask unanimous consent that this be re
referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency, in order 
to facilitate consideration of the legislation. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani
mous consent for rereference of a bill, the title of which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
l\Ir. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob

ject, is this action taken through decision of the Committee on 
the Judiciary? 

Mr. DYER. No; I am a king thi upon my own motion. The 
legislation to which this referred was legislation from the 
Committee on Banking and Currency originally. 

l\lr. LAGUARDIA. I heard only the title read. I understand 
that it referred to some matters in restraint of trade. 

Mr. DYER. I examined the bill in connection with the par
liamentarian, and we are satisfied that the bill should go to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

~'he SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

PRESENTATION OF FLYING CROSS TO CERTAIN A VIA TORS 

Mr. TILSON. 1\Ir. Speaker, by the request of the acting 
chairman· of the Committee on Military Affairs and the ranking 
minolity member of that committee, I ask unanimous consent 
to take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 13331, to autholize. 
the President to pre~ent the distinguished-flying cross to Ehren
flied Gunther von Huenefeld, James C. FitzMaurice, and 
Hermann Koehl, with Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut·asks unani
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 
13331, with Senate amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. The Clerk will report the title of the blll. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate amend

ments. 
The Clerk reported the Senate amendments. 
1\fr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, this is a real emergency, be

cause it is desired to have this bill passed l;>efore the flyers 
arrive on Wednesday next. In order to do this it should be 
passed to-day. This is simply a motion to concur in the Senate 
amendments, which add the names of the French and Italian 
flyers to those named in the House bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the Senate 

amendments. 
The Senate amendments were agreed to. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. VESTAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 

leave of absence for 10 days for my colleague Mr. JoHNSON of 
Indiana, who has been called home on account of serious illness 
in his family. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the leave is granted. 
There was no objection. 

EVENING SESSION 

l\1r. TILSON. l\fr. Speaker, at the request of the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture, I ask unanimous consent that 
it be made in order for the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union, in consideration of the farm relief bill, 
at any time before 6 o'clock this afternoon, to recess until 8 
o'clock to-night, and that between the hours of 8 o'clock and not 
later than 11 o'clock to-night general debate shall continue 
on the farm relief bill. 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut asks unani
mous consent that to-day it shall be in order for the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union to take a recess, 
not later than 6 o'clock, until 8 o'clock p. m., and to continue 
general debate upon the farm relief bill until not later than 11 
o'clock p. m. Is ·there objection? 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Reserving the right to object, I 
take it that there will be no other business transacted than the 
discussion of the farm relief measure? 

Mr. TILSON. There could be no other business transacted 
in the Committee of the Whole, but I undertake to say that no 
other business will be called up after the committee rises. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And that this time be not deducted from 
the 12 hours provided under the rule? 
· Mr. TILSON. The time used thh3 evening not to be deducted 
from the 12 hours provided under the rule, and the time con
sumed to be divided in the same manner that the time under the 
rule bas been divided. 
· l\Ir. LAGUARDIA. That is, the three hours to-night? 

Mr. 'l'ILSON. Yes; any extra time at the evening session. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut supple

ments his request by adding that the time during the evening 
session be not deducted from that allowed for general debate 
under the rules, and that the time be equally. divided between 
those for and against, as under the rule. Is there objection? 

There wa no objection. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. FORT. Mr. Speaker, at ths conclusion of the session of 
· the Committee of the Whole Hou:;;e on the state of the Union 

on Friday last the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KETcHAM] 
was engaged in speaking upon the farm I'elief bill. It has 
seemed to all who controlled the time that the last 15 minutes 
of l\1r. KETcHAM's time were useless to him, because of the 
very unfortunate occurrence of which the House then became 
advised. I ask unanimous consent that the time for general 
debate under the rule be extended 15 minutes, or, in other 
words, that the last 15 minutes of the time u. ed by the gen
tleman from Michigan be not charged against the time to be 
controlled by him. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is advised that that time was 
not charged against the gentleman f1·om Michigan. 

Mr. FORT. The gentleman from Michigan informs me that 
it was so charged. 

J\Ir. KETCHAM. Mr. Speaker, may I ask bow much time 
remains of my time? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 16 minutes remaining, 
according to the timekeeper. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Then it was charged against me, because 
under the request of the gentleman from New Jersey the time 
elapsed would have been only 30 minutes, wheFeas 44 minutes 
has elapsed according to the record of the timekeeper. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will first put the request of the 
gentleman from Connecticut. Is there objection to his request? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 

FoRT] asks unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. KRrOHAY] be extended 15 minutes beyond 
the time allotted under the rule. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
THE AGRICULTURAL SURPLUS CONTROL BILL 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Hou e re olve 
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the furthe1· consideration of the bill S. 3555. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. l\I.ApES] 

will please take the chair. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 

Whole House on the tate of the Union for the further con
-sideration of the bill S. 3555, with Mr. MAPES in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
.Horne on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill S. 3555, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Olerk read as follows : 
A bill (S. 3555) to estabHsh a Fl'deral farm board to aid in the 

orderly marketing and in the control and · disposition of the surplus 
of agricultural commodities in interstate and foreign commerce. . 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 20 minutes 
of the time remaining to my credit-37 minutes. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

M1·. KETCHAM. l\1r. Chairman and members of the com
mittee, a t the conclusion of the debate on Friday afternoon I 
bad proceeded quite well along with an explanation of the 
details of the export debenture plan. I was, of course, as all 

' 
of us were, very greatly shocked by the tragic event which ' 
caused a suspension of the proceedings for the day; and I ~ 
perfectly aware that wbate•er of continuity there may have 
been in the discussion was thereby destroyed: And so, for 
the purpose of getting the ideas in the bill before you in a 
very brief way I want to trespass upon your patience long 
enough to make just a few statements as to what the export 
debe-nture plan really is and what our plans are with refer
ence to it. 

I may state at the outset that my colleague from Texas 
[1\lr. Jo~Es] and myself ba•e been continuously and enthusi
astically in favor of some sort of farm-relief legislation that 
would cure the present price maladjustment under which agri
culture is at present conducting its operations. For myself, 
and I think for the gentleman from Texas, I can say that we 
ha\e on prenous occasions supported the McNary-Haugen bill. 
So far as I am myse1f concerned, that is true. On two of the 
three times it has been before the House for consideration I 
have voted for it. 

The reason why we ~re urging the export debenture plan at 
this time is simp-ly because we believe that it is the only 
method by which we may write upon the statute books farm 
relief legislation at this session of Congress. 
· Now, that ground has been traveled over so much that I do 

not want to enlarge upon it, and I will simply dismi s it with 
one sentence. In the first place, granted that the bill passes 
both Houses, I think there can be no manner of question as 
to what its future will be at the other end of the .Avenue 
should it contain the equalization fee . . Granted, then, that it 
will be vetoed at the other end of the Avenue. That, of course, 
brings up the proposition as to whether or not a sufficient 
number of yotes may be mustered in the opposite end of the 
Capitol to override that veto. If that shall not be done, that 
means an end to the legislation. If it shall be done, then that 
means that the bill will come back here for a similar vote. 

I do not know what all of you believe, but it is my belief 
that the ·chances are very remote for any such action to be 
take-n. And then, granted that that might possibly be done-
and it is within the range of possibility-! think it bas increas
ingly been the conviction of men of both Houses that the ques
tion of constit:utionality . would immediately be I'aised; and 
while not an attorney, and therefore venturing no opinion, but 
simply relying upon the judgment of those who have given it 
carefu1 consideration., 1 think there is grave doubt as to its con-

titutionality. Whether that might be granted or not is another 
argument. But this may be said, that at least two :rears would 
go by before the que tion might be thoroughly tested in the 
courts and a decision rendered; even then, should a favorab1e 
deci&ion be rendered, then additional months would be required 
to set the bill in operation. So viewing the whole situation in 
the most favorable light, at least two or three years more of our 
pre~nt condition must be pressed upon agriculture before a 
I'emedy can be applied. 

Granted that the equalization fee shall not be the remedy 
agreed upon by the Congress to cure the situation that we haYe 
before us, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
colleague from Texas and myself, upp.orted by the oldest and 
tlle strongest and the .most conser>ative farm organization in 
the United States, are presenting for yom· consideration an al
ternatiYe proposition that we have good reason to believe is 
sound; in fact, no word of challenge as to its constitutionality 
has been uttered. In the third place, we believe it is a prac
tical proposition, and that it will cure within 60 days the 
present farm price disparity that is so greatly to the disad
Tanfage of agrieulture. 

Mr. GARBER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

1\Ir. KETCHAM. Yes. 
Mr. GARBER. In regard to the soundnes of your measure, 

I notice by your former argument that you sugg ted that the 
remedy only applied for the period necessary to tide over tlle 
present crisis. You would not advocate a policy of paying a 
continuous premium or subsidy to the prooucers of farm prod
ucts out of the Treasury of the United States, would you? 
That, on the very face of it, to my mind is unsound-that is, 
when you get right down to a permanent policy to pursue. 

Mr. KETCHAM. I think I can satisfy the gentleman by 
answering that particular thing in this way, and I should like 
to have him follow me. Our contention is that this condition 
is a temporary condition. My own belief and theory is. that 
without any legislative enactment at all within five years-
and certainly ·within eight years-agriculture, which is always 
slow to recover from war conditions, will restore of itself its 
plice_ parity. Our bill is Wiitten upon this theory, and I want 
you to see it, that by certain legislative propo:;;als we have 
placed the farmer at a disadvantage so far as his costs of pro-
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duction are concerned. That has been done by action of the 
Congress. There can be no argument about that. It is our 
contention that if those different legislative acts were sound 
economically that the proposal we now offer is likewise sound, 
because it comes at the proposition in the only J)OSSible way it 
can ba met and for the time being restores the price parity of 
the farmers of the United States, which, we maintain, has 
largely been destroyed by the legislative acts of this Congress 
it'e1f. So it appears to us we are absolutely sound and that 
our position is practical, because we have grounded ourselves 
upon the position that the farmers are entitled, if you please, to 
the costs of production; and if we have raised their costs of 
production, then it seems to me that by legislation-and I be
lieve this i<.> the way-that di parity shall be removed and that 
disadvantage taken away. When the time comes that the price 
pality between agricultural commodities and others shall be 
realized, then automatically this device of ours fades out of the 
picture and no further inroads upon the Tre~u~y sb,all be 
made. 

So far as inroad upon the Treasury are concerned, may I 
ju"' t call the attention of the membership of the committee to 
this? What do we mean by inroads upon the Treasury? Tak
ing money out of the Treasury and keeping money from coming 
into .the Treasury. I will give two or three very simple illustra
tions. For instance, take the tariff on butter, for which I think 
all of us voted-a very fine, constructive piece of machinery to 
the ad\antage of agriculture. When the tariff was at S. cents 
per pound we found butter coming in from the outside. Upon 
a proper showing by the Tariff Commission the President, by 
:proclamation inreased the rate, as he is permitted to do under 
the flexible provisions of the tariff, from 8 to 12 cents. What 
did that do? It kept money out of the Treasury of the United 
States. It was for the advantage of the dairy farmer, without 
any manner of question, but was a disadvantage to the Treasury. 

In one ense that proposition was in principle a subsidy 
to the dairy farmers and in 100 ways I might illustrate that 
, o far as manufacturing is concerned. The whole theory upon 
which we have built up our American economic life to-day is 
grounded upon that thought. Here our scale of living is a 
higher one, and, therefore, various section· and various groups 
of our population must be taken into consideration, and so 
far as it is possible they must be put upon a level of oppor-
1unity. We believe that tlle proposition we have here this morn
ing i the simplest, the most direct, the most positive, and the 
least objectionable of any of the plans that have been pro

·po: ed for bringing p.rice equality to the farmer. 
Mr. COLE of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KETCHAM. Yes. 
Mr. COLE of Iowa. I do not want to be understood as 

being unfriendly to this legislation. 
Mr. CLARKE. Which legislation? 
Mr. COLE of Iowa. The debenture plan. Will the gentle

man tell us how we can apply this to a particular line of 
·products and not to all? How can you limit it to agricultural 
products? What is there to prevent other industries from 
coming in and "USing this as a precedent and asking the same 
favors for tbemsel\es? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I will answer the gentleman's question by 
saying that already the rest of them have been taken in and 
we nre enjoying the benefits to-day, and now all we are asking 
is that the farmer shall be placed upon the same parity with 
the rest. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. But for e\ery bu-shel of grain exported 
we are going to give a rebate, a debenture. Now, why 
could not an automobile factory come in and a k a rebate, a 
debenture? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I dare say it could, and if it were .de
termined tb.at the automobile industry had been placed in an 
un. atisfactory po ition by legislation I am very certain that 
fairness and justice in this body would say that is a thing 
that ought to be done for it if that were the only device by 
which the automobile industry might be put on a parity with 
the other industries of the country. My recollection is that 
we have just lifted $66,000,000 per year from automobile taxes. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. That becomes a question of argument. 
I think it could be proved that many indush·ies at the pre ent 
tin1e are in a depressed and deflated condition, and under the 
precedent in this legislation, those concerned would be entitled 
to a. k for the same benefits. _ 

Mr. KETCHAM. I will have simply to say that for the mo
ment-and I do not want you to -lose sight of thi&--we are 

·simply dealing with the one proposition of agriculture, and we 
are here advocating our plan, as I indicated a moment ago, as 
the simplest, tlJe fairest, and most direct~ and, yea, so far as 
the Treasury itself is concerned, the le:ast e~siv.e plan that 
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bas been proposed. This will develop a little later in the 
argument. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KETCliAM. I will yield to the gentleman for one brief . 

question, and then I must hurry on. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am very much interested in the gen

tleman's plan. It bas been charged in the debate here that the 
debenture plan, if put into effect, would result in wild specula
tion. It has been further alleged that the expo1ters and im
porters would divide the debenture and that very little would be 
reflected back to the producer in the price of his product. Can 
the gentleman answer these objections? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I think I can answer the questions, at least 
satisfactorily to myself, and they are completely answered in 
my own mind. Whether the debenture plan is set up or 
whether the equalization-fee plan is. set up, undoubtedly all the 
benefits that agriculture expects to accrue will not come back 
to them ; but for the life of me I am unable to understand why 
under the export debenture plan there will not be as great cer
tainty of the greatest amotmt of · benefit to get back to the 
farmer as under the other plan; and, so far as the equalization 
plan is concerned, I think more of the benefit will get back, be
cause no tremendously expensive machinery, involving the 
employment literally of thousands of people, is set up in con
nection with it. So I think the chances are much better under 
our plan for a greater share of the benefit getting back to the 
farmer himself. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield further for 
one short question? 

l\Ir. KETCHAM. For a short question. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. How would the debenture plan stabilize 

agriculture and take care of the surplus production we· now 
have? 

Mr. KETCH~!. The gentleman asks how the debenture 
plan would stabilize agriculture. May I say that, ~o far as my 
under tanding of all these bills is concerned, stabilization, 
which refers to seasonal fluctuation, is cared for principally i~ 
the loan features. The gentleman is very familiar with the 
agricultural situation, 1·epresenting a very great aglicultural 
section, and knows that sea onal fluctuation of prices is one of 
the reasons agriculture is at a great disadvantage to-clay. 

The loan features of both the McNary-Haugen bill and the 
export debenture bill are calculated to minimize these seasonal 
fluctuations and stabilize the price so that through the year, 
if you please, there will be more nearly an average, which will 
be greatly to the advantage of the farmer, at lea ·t during the 
early part of the marketing period. 

Mr. :MORGAN and Mr. OLIVER of Alabama rose. 
1\Ir. KETCHAM. I hesitate to refuse to yield because you 

are all so interested, but I think I will serve notice that after 
these two questions are answered I want to proceed with my 
statement. 

Mr. MORGAN. The orderly marketing features of both 
plans would be virtually the same so far as taking care of tlle 
surplus and orderly marketing are concerned. 

Mr. KETCHAM. The loan features of the two bills are prac
tically the same. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Assuming that the facts justify 
an operating period under the debenture plan and that the 
market price of cotton is 6 cents, and that it is found that the 
cost of producing it is 16 cents at borne and the cost of produc
ing it abroad is 14 cents, what would be the amount of the 
debentm·e under those facts that the gentleman's plan would 
authorize? 

1\Ir. KETCHAM. If I caught the facts correctly, the differ
ence between the~, as already set up in the bilJ, would be 
2 cents a pound. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. How would that affect in a help
ful way a farmer raising cotton, when the difference between 
the cost of production and the market plice is 10 cents? 

Mr. KETCHAM. Under the debenture plan his price would 
be increased the first year 2 cents a pound without paying any 
fee or tax. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I was under the impression the 
gentleman held out that his plan offered absolute relief and 
far better relief than the other plan to the cotton farmer. 

l\Ir. KETCHAM. I think I haYe made no statement of that 
sort. 

1\lr. LAGUARDIA. How could such a condition be possible, 
if the cost abroad were 14 cents and here 16 cents and the 
market price 6 cents? 

l\Ir. KETCHAM. I can not conceive of that condition. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I can not, either. 
:Mr. KETCHAM. But the amount of increase would be $10 

per bale under the bill. 
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:Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield? . 
Mr. KETCHAM. Yes. 
Mr. JONES. May I suggest to the . gentleman that they 

hope the McNary-Haugen law will help out through the loan 
feature by enabling them to buy up the surplus at the low 
price and take it off the market and hold it and thus bring 
up the price, and in both instances the plans operate in the 
same way. 

Mr. KETCHAM. In the concluding minutes I shall take I 
want to do just three things. First, I want to call your atten
tion in a word to the splendid organization that has lent its 
support to this bill. I want to commend it for its very sptendid 
attitude. · This organization has come before us simply present
ing its plan, with no orders to take this or nothing; a fine spirit, 
and I think every member of the committee recognizes the 
thoughtfulness and the fine attitude of the Grange as it appeared 
before our committee. 

This organization is constituted of about 8,000 subordinate · 
-organizations in 33 States of the Union. It has at present 
800,000 dues-paying members, the oldest and the largest of the 
farm organizations. I may say that possibly the sentiment of 
that organization can best be expressed .in the words of the 
master of the National Grange in his c'Oncluding remarks: 

Mr. KETCHAM. There are just two or three things by way of sum
marizing your argument that I would like to put to you in the ·form of 
ques tions. In the first place, just to get the picture of the situation 
tha t agriculture is in, I presume you have made a study of the indexes 
"that are furnished by the Department of Labor as indicating the trend 
of prices in agriculture and all other commodities, and several other 
groups? 

l\1!•. TABER. Ye.S. 
:Mr. KETCHAM. You are familiar, for instance, with the fact that the 

labor index is at present 228, that the transportation index is 157, and 
that the all-commodity index is 152, while t he index of farm commodi
ties at the farm is 138. Do you subscribe in that connection to the 
general opinion that that variation is attributable to a degree-quite a 
large degree-to legislative procedure-are there certain specific acts of 

. Congress that, in other words, may have contributed to the making of 
the labor index what it is instead of what it would be had the Jaws 
previous· to these particular enactments been enforced? 

Mr. TABER. We fully subscribe to the notion that the commodity and 
labor price index as given by the Department of Labor reflects a true 
picture of our difficulty and reflects also that that difficulty bas been 
contr ibuted to in no small part by the actions of Congr_ess itself and by 
legislative enactment. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Do you share in the opinion that there was any malice 
or any intention on the part of Congress or in the thought of anyone 
tha t the results as indicated in these indexes would follow as a result 
of that action? Do _you think it was injuriously directed toward the 
farmer? 

Mr. TABER. We have never felt that Congress, business, or labor 
acted with a desire to injure agriculture. We have feJt that their 
superior organization, their superior mobility, made it possible for them 
to secure benefits that did not accrue to other groups. 

Mr. KE'l'CHAl\f. Do you subscribe to the idea that as a result of these 
indexes, which, of course, indicate higher purchasing power, in gen
eral that contributes to national prosperity ; in other words, the fact is 
you have no desire to see these men particularly crippled in the advan
tages that they enjoy ? 

Mr. TABER. Our policy has always been to build up agriculture and 
not to seek to interfere with wages or standards of other groups. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Then, if I understand the purpose of your appearing 
nere in the advocacy of this bill, it is that you believe that this bill will 
best take care of agriculture and place it, as reflected in the indexes, on 
a parallel with the other groups with which reference has been made? 

Mr. TA.BER. Our whole purpose and our only purpose in appearing 
here and in advocating this legislation is the honest belief, founded on 
-our best judgment and our experience, both in America and elsewhere, 
that this legislation more certainly, with less expense and less delay, 
would do the very thing that you have indicated-lift agriculture on a 
plane with labor, with transportation, with finance, and with industry; 
and we think, further, that it does it in harmony with precedents and 
in accordance with the established policy of the Government better than 
any other legislation proposed. 

Mr. KETCHAM. One further question, Mr. •.raber, and I think I am 
through : Supposing that this bill were passed by the Congress and 
approved by the President and were put into efl'ect, and that following 
that agriculture did take its place; and then add the supposition that 
our population changes will keep on with their draft toward the 
cities and naturally, possibly, the need for this special kind of legisla
tion would gradually disappear-what is the efl'ect of this particular 
bill on that kind of a situation? 

Mr. TABER. This bill is self-elimiuating. 
Mr. IUlTCHAM. "Self-eliminating" describes the situation, and still 

does not give agriculture .a supreme advantage over others; but simply 

puts it into the .pkture, so that we can march down the road side by 
side, which is all any farmer asks. 

Mr. TABER. That, is correct; it does _exactl~· that thing. As we ap
proach. the import basis on any commodity, tbe expot·t dellenture auto- . 
matically, without .any expense, without any difficulty. eliminates itself, . 
and the system that is then prevailing for the protection of other groups , 
will protect agriculture. 

Mr. KETCHAM. I said that was the last question I bad, but here is 
one other: You have stated that you preferred the form of organiz8tion 
set up in the bill-without a board and without what is referred to 
as the revolving fund or the stabilizing features of the other bill. 
In the spirit you manifested, which J want to compliment, you have 
said that if it be the judgment of this committee that t11ese added 
features, such as board and loan features, ought to be incorporated 
you would be glad to go along and would give that sort of an arrang~ 1 

ment your support, although you preferred the provisions of this bill; is 
that correct? 

Mr. TABIDR. That is a correct statement. 

I wanted to give them to you because they reflect this senti
ment very nicely. After thus giving his approval to the bill 
Mr. Louis J. Taber, the master of the National Grange, sum
marizing the whole proposition, said: 

We favor the simple, nonsalaried, naked proposition, the export
debenture plan, llecause of the reasons we have indicated; but we 
realize, as we have said in the very beginning, the superior judgment 
of this committee, your long experience, your seven years' study of the 
problE'tn, and if, in your superior judgment, you felt a salaried board 
was nec€ssary; if, in your superior judgment, you felt a revolving fund 
was necessary; or if, in your superior judgment, you felt an export 
corporation was necessat·y, we naturally would acquiesce in your superior 
judgment, believing that your study and your experience brought you 
to this conclusion with the good of agriculture in mind. Naturally, 
we would go most enthusias tically along with the progrnm in Rpite of 
the fact that it was not just what we asked for or ·just what we wanted. 

I may say to you that the bill as outlined in that paragraph 
is the bill substantially we have before you. Now, I want to 
say another thing, and ~t is an emphasis of what I said in the 
first two or three minutes on the floor to-day. My colleagues 
and I who believe there is real merit in that plan come before 
you and ask for farm equality now. I undertook in my open
ing remarks to show you that the farm index to-day in con
trast with 1913 was 138, all-commodities index 152, transporta
tion 157, and labor 228. If I may use an illustration that will 
be timely because of the Olympic games this summer, one of 
the most spectacular events in these games is the 100-yard dash. 
What would you think if the man in charge came out and said, 
"Gentlemen, we are going to have a splendid contest, a hun
dred-yard dash, but we are going to hanrt.icap some of the folks. 
America will run scratch, Great Britain will start from the 
10-yard line, France from the 14-yard line, and Germany from 
the 65-yard line." Unjust, unfair, and unthinkable, of course, 
but not unlike the economic situation of agriculture. We are 
asking the farmers to handicap themselves in this -great eco
nomic struggle in which they are engaged. We put the farmers 
on scratch-and you all know what scratch is-and the nearest 
man to him is the one who represents that vast group in the all
commodity list. We give him 10 points start. Those engaged 
in transportation you would give 14 points start, and when you 
come to labor you give them 65 points start in the great race 
for economic independence. Absolutely unfair conditions and 
the results foretold before the race begins! 

l\Iay I sum up the whole situation in a word :., For fom years 
we have been earnestly striving to enact legislation that will 
a(.-complish price equality for the farmer. In terms of the hun
dred-yard dash we have been either seeking to place all groups 
in the economic struggle on scratch together, or if this is impos
sible to put the farmer up on equal terms with the other groups. 
Those of us who favor the export-debenture plan earnestly 
urge this-legislation in the belief that it ·will enable the farmer 
to start this year on equal terms with other groups. Ultimate 
price equality is the aim of the three leading proposals. We 
sincerely believe that our plan is the most effective and that 
above everything else it can becorr:.e operative this year. The 
loan features of all bills make for stabilization, but we believe 
the export-debenture plan is the surest and quickest way of 
securing price equality at once. 

Granted for the_ sake of argument that the equalization-fee 
plan will bring price equality, with court delays in the testing 
of the constitutionality of the fee requiring one or two years 
at the best, it will be 1930 or 1931 before the equalization fee 
could possibly be put into operation. Why handicap the farm
ers of the United States in 1928 and 1929 and possibly longer 
when the debenture plan, which .we believe will do all that the 
equalization-fee plan can do, can_ be made effective for the 
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present crop year? "Do it n()w " is an appealing sentiment in 
this connection. In the great Northwest they also say, "Even
tually, why not now?" [Applause.] 

I want to conclude my remarks with another illustration 
which I think emphasizes the superiority of the el..}>Ort-deben
ture plan over that of the equalization-fee plan. When the 
World War broke out Uncle Sam sent word to Tom in the 
countiJ, "Come to the colors," and Tom said, "It will be my 
great pleasure," and he came to the rolors. Likewise said 
Uncle Sam to Dick in industry and to Hany in transportation, 
"Come to the colors," and they came. They were clothed, they 
were fed, and they were armed by Uncle Sam. They were the 
best clothed, the best fed, and the best armed men that the 
world lias ever seen. Down the road they marc::bed on terms 
of equality to join in winning the greatest victory ever achieved 
for humanity. 

My coileagues, those of us who are advocating the export
debenture plan are asking that in the great struggle for eco
nomic independence Tom from the farm, Dick from industry, 
and Harry from transportation shall be equipped on terms of 
equality in order that they may march down the road together 
on equal terms, as they did in war times. The advocates of the 
equalization-fee plan propose to call Tom from the farm to one 
!:iide and ay to him, "Tom, we want to fix you out all right, 
so you can march with the other boys ; but we are going to let 
you buy your own uniform;• and " Tom, we are sorry, but we 
may not be able to arrange it so that you can buy it before 
1929 or 1930." You are a sking agriculture to bear an equaliza
tion fee so that he may march on terms of economic equality 
with his comrades. We do not treat industry so; we do not 
treat tram·portation so; and we do not treat labor so. Why 
shall ·not the farmer be given economic equality as is given to 
other groups of our people? Upon thi'> basi we appeal to you 
for your favorable consideration of the export-debenture plan. 
[Applause.] 
. Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 

Georgia [Mr. WRIGHT]. 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I shall not discuss the bill in 

detail at thi. time, but simply ask unanimous consent to print 
in the RECoRD some proposed amendments, which I hope to be 
able to ·offer in respect to the equalization fee on cotton. If the 
genPral motion to strike out the equalization fee prevails, 1 
filiall not offer these amendments. I shall support the motion tO> 
~;;trike out the equalization fee, if it be offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman f1·om Georgia asks unani
mou consent to extend his remarks in the RJOOOBD by printing 
certain proposed amendments for information. Is there objec
tion? 

There was no objection. 
The amendments referred to are as follows : 
.After the word "associations," in line 1 on page 37, add the follow

ing: "to banks and to associations or corporations organized by farmers 
or others, under the laws of any State." 

After the word "associations.'' in line 9, paragraph 1, page 37, insert 
a comma and add the following: "banks, associations, or corporations 
organized by farmers or others, under the laws of any State." 

Strike out section 6 of the bilL 
After the last word in line 7 on page 47, add the following: "Pro

clded, Ttowe-.:er, No equalization fee shall ever be estimated, levied, or col
lected on cotton." 

After the word "commodity," in line 9 on page 47, add tbe words 
•• except cotton." 

After the word "period," in line 13 · on page 48, add the following; 
"Provided, No equalization fee shall be collected on cotton." 

After the word u States," in line 20 on page 49, add th.e following: 
.. Provided, howe1:er, The provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2 and sub
divisions f and g above shall not apply to cotton." 

On page 50, strikl:' out su~paragraph 2. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT]. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, if I could be
lieve that the proposed measure rested upon so-und constitu
tional and economic grounds and that its operation would be of 
benefit to agriculture, the great basic industry of America, I 
should not only most gladly suppo~t it but most earnestly urge it. 

That indivi~ual fails wholly to understand the philosophy of 
our entire economic life who does not appreciate the fact that 
prosperous agriculture is essential to a full and rounded pros
perity in all other lines of activity and industry. There is not 
a legitimate industry in Amelica whose interests are, or can 
be, inimical to the farmers o.f the Nation enjoying prosperity. 
The Nation can never be happy as a whole, or safe as a whole 
unless this condition exists. ' 

Every demand of statesmanship, to say nothing of personal 
political ambitions, would dictate the support of legislation 
which would aid in promoting this condition. 

But, sir, I have never been able to bring myself to the 
belief that the complicated system which it is proposed to 
found upon a stabilization fuud, which fund is to be created 
by the levy of a tax, called an equalization fee, will prove 
workable in fact or beneficial to the farmer. Upon the . con
trary, it has been and is my firm belief that such a system 
would subject the agricultural interests to an exploitation 
exceeding anything that we have ever witnessed, and not only 
that but I fear it would lead almost if not quite to revolution. 

I have never believed that it lay within the constitutional 
purview of Congress to authorize a board to levy a tax upon 
the agricultural products of individual producers and enforce 
its collection through the machinery of government as is pro
posed rn this measure. 

Let it be borne clearly in mind that the proposal of the bill 
is to clothe a board of 12 men with the power to levy a tax 
upon every bushel of wheat or corn, upon every bale of cotton, 
upon every pound of tobacco and meat-in short, upon some 
unit of every product of the farm. There is no limit placed 
upon the board's discretion as to the amount which it may levy, 
and the fund thus created is to be expended by the very board 
which levies it. 

Think of what . that means! If the plan shall be adopted 
and upheld by the courts, in what will it eventuate? Looking 
down the years it is perfectly easy to envision a situation where 
the whole agricultural industry of America will be thrown under 
governmental control, the farmer's freedom of contract de
stroyed, and the farm system completely revolutionized. 

This fee is to be compulsory ; it is not a matter of free action 
on the part of the farmer entering into a contract as he does 
when he joins a cooperative marketing association or other 
farm organization. It is to be levied upon him by a board and 
collected from him by the agencies o-f law . 

Surely no one will deceive himself into the belief that this 
fee will not come from the farmer himself. It is immaterial at 
what point in the handling of the product the tax may be im
posed, whether at the time of the first sale or when it is trans
ported or when it is processed, it will be paid by the farmer 
who grows the producl 

That I understand to be not only the admission of the p:ro
ponents of the measure, but they claim it as a virtue, saying, in 
substance, it is simply a plan to enable the farmer to help 
himself. 

If that be true, bow is the farmer to be benefited by paying 
his own los es :(rom his own pocket? 

One of the favmite lines of argument by some of the advo
cates of this measure for years has been that government bas 
aided other activities-the railroads and railroad workers and 
the banks--to say nothing of aid to manufacturers through the _ 
instrumentality of the tariff. 

As for this latter those who think as I do feel that the cure 
lies in a revision of the tariff schedules so as to eliminate the 
favoritism of law and not in embracing this favoritism and 
trying to make it the basis of a permanent system. Vice can 
not well be made a foundation stone upon which to erect a 
structure of virtue. 

So far as raih·oads and banks are concerned, in the first place 
entirely erroneous impressions have been created as to what 
has been done; and in the second place all who think for a 
moment will appreciate the fact that there is a vast difference 
in the relation of government to public-service corporations and 
to farmers. 

The public-service corporations are subject to the highest 
measure of governmental control. Government can do anything 
it chooses with these except confiscate them. 

I it possible that there are any considerable numbers of 
people in America who believe that the farmers are ready to 
have their farms and industry placed in the category of a public
service corporation and made subject to governmental regulation 
and conb·ol? 

If so, they will be rapidly undeceived once the effort· is made. 
Mr. Cbail.·man, I shall undertake to make some analysis of 

this measure from the economic standpoint. I have stated the 
fundamental legal objection which lies in my mind. I appre
ciate the necessity for legislation and I regret profoundly the 
political influences which -apparently have rendered legislation 
impossible. If we can strike the equalization fee from the 
bill, with some amendments to the other portions of the measure, 
I sball be very happy to support it. I should be very happy to 
BllPPort the debenture plan outlined by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. KI!ITCH.AM], and the gentleman from Texas 
(lrlr. JoNES}. · 
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Mr. WOODRUFF. 1\ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 
Mr. WOODRUFF. I have enjoyed the gentleman's interest

ing discussion of this bill. Does the ~ntleman think the 
McNary-Haugen bill with the equalization fee eliminatei:l would 
still present a workable plan for farm relief? 

1\Ir. GARRETT of Tennessee. I think it would. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. How would you finance it? Out of the 

Treasury? 
Mr. GARRETT of Tenne ·see. That is a part of the bill. 
Mr. ASWELL. 1\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 
Mr. ASWELL. It was testified by several witnesses before 

the committee that it would be a workable bill. 
Mr. GARRETT o:f Tennessee. I have understood that there 

is no question about that. 
l\Ir. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman in his address stressed 

the freedom of contract which the farmers have enjoyed. All 
that that freedom of contract has amounted to up to date, it 
seem. , has been a sort of freedom to submit to foreclosure and 
to suffer great losses, has it not? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman understandl 
that I ::un using that expression in a different sense from what 
evidently he has in mind. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, it is very generally understood that 
the retention of the equalization fee feature of the bill has been 
forced by the influence, in the main, of the representatiT'es of 
certain of the cooperative marketing organization&-eotton, to
bacco, and wheat, in particular-,;ho have been steadily and 
as:Jiduou ·ly upon the job here since the Committee on Agricul
ture began their hearings. 

I do not wish even to seem to antagonize the principle of 
cooperative marketing. Upon the contrary it has been my 
plea._·ure both as a citizen and as a legislator to encourage its 
organization and growth, because I regard the theory as sound, 
and its soundness is not destroyed by failures due to mis
management or other causes. 

But, ·ir, there is a vast difference between asking and advis
ing a farmer voluntarily to join a eooperatlve marketing 
organization, and, as a legislator, voting to make him join, and 
that is what I am asked to do when requested to vote for that 
part of the bill embraced in sections 9, 10, and 11. 

I quote them in full : 
MARKETING AGREEME!\TS 

SEc. 9, (a) From time to time upon request of the adrtsory council 
for any agricultural commodity, or upon request of leading cooperative 
associations or other organizations of producers of any agricultural 
commodity, or upon its own motion, the board shall investigate the sup
ply and ma·rketing situation in respect of such agricultural commodity. 

(b ) Whenever upon such iuve1:1tigation the board finds-
First. That there is or may be during the ensuing year a seasonal 

· or year's total surplus, produced in the United States and national in 
extent, that is in excess of the requirements for the orderly marketing 
of any agricultural commodity or in excess of the domestic require
ments fot· the commodity; 

Second. That the operation of the provisions of section 5 (relating to 
loans to cooperative associations or corporations created and controlled 
by one or more cooperative a sociations) will not be effective to control 
such surplus because of the inability or unwillinguess of the coopera
tive associations engaged in handling the commodity, or corporations 
created and controlled by one or . more such cooperative associations, 
to control such surplus with the assistance of such loans; and 

Third. That the durability, the conditions of preparation, processing, 
and preserving, and the methods of marketing of the commodity are 
such that the commodity is adapted to marketing as authorized by this 
section-then the board, after publicly declaring its findings, shall 
arrange for marketing any part of the commodity by means of market
ing agreements with cooperative associations engaged in handling the 
commodity or corporations created and controlled by one or more such 
cooperative associations. Such marketing shall continue during a 
ma.rketing period which shall t erminate at such time as, in the judg
ment of the board, such arrangements are no longer necessnry or 
advisable for carrying out the policy declared in section 1. 

(c) A marketing agreement shall provide either-
(1) For the withholding by a cooperative association, or corporation 

created and controlled by one or more cooperative associations, during 
such period as shall be provided in the agreement, of any part of the 
commodity delivered to such cooperative association or associations by 
its members. Any such agreement shall provide for the payment from 
the stabilization fund for the commodity of the costs arising out of 
such withholding; or 

(2) For the purchase by a cooperative association, or corporation 
created and controlled by one or more cooperative associations, of 
any part of the commodity not delivered to such cooperative associa
tion or associations by its members, and for the withholding and 

disposal of the commodity so purchased. Any such marketing agree
ment shall provide for the payment from the stabilization fund for 
the commodity of the amount of the losses, costs, and charges arising 
out of the purchase, witllholding, and disposal, or out of contracts 
therefor, and for the payment into the stabilization fund for the 
commodity of profits (afte1· repaying all advances from the stabilization 
fund and deducting all costs and charges, provided for in the agreement) 
arising out of the purchase, withholding, and disposal, or out of 
contracts therefor. 

(d) The board may, in its discretion, provide in any such market
ing agreel!lent for financing any withholding, purchase, or disposal 
under such agreement, through advances from the stabilization fund 
for the commodity. Such financing shall be upon such terms and 
conditions as the board may prescribe, but no such advance shall bear 
interest. 

(e) If the board is of the opinion that there are two or more coopera
tive associations or corporations created and controlled by one or more 
cooperative associations capable of carrying out any marketing agree
ment, the board in entering into the agreement shall not unreasonably 
discriminate against any such association or corporation iu favor ot 
any other such association or corporation. If the board is of the 
opinion that there is no such cooperative association or corporation 
created and controlled by one or more cooperative associations capable of 
carrying out any marketing agreement for purchase, withholding, and 
disposal, then the board may enter into the agreement with otl.ler 
agencies but shall not unrea onably discriminate between su~h other 
agencies. 

(f) During a marketing period fixed by the board for any commodity, 
the board may enter into marlteting agreements for the purchase. with
holding, and disposal of the food products of such commodity, and all 
provisions of this section applicable to marketing agreements for the 
purchase, withholding, and dispo1:1al of the commodity, shall apply to 
the agreements in respect of its food products. 

(g) Any decision of the board relating to the commencement, exten
sion, or termination of a marketing period shall require the affirmative 
vote of a majority of the appointed members in office. 

(h) The powers of the board under this section in respect of any 
agricultural commodity shall be exercised in such manner, and the 
marketing agreements entered into by the board during any marketing 
period shall be upon such terms, as will, in the judgment of the board, 
carry -out the policy declared by Sl:'ction 1. 

(i) The United States shall not be linble, directly or indirectly, upon 
agreements under this Act in rl:'spect of agricultural commodities, in 
excess of the amounts available in the stabilization, premium insurance, 
and revolving funds. 

EQUALIZATION FEE 

SEC. 10. (a) In order to carry out marketing and nonpremium insur
ance agreements in respect of any agricultural commodity without loss 
to the re>olving fund, each marl{eted unit of such agricultural com
modity produced in the United States shall, throughout any marketing 
period in respect of such commodity, contribute ratably its equitable 
share of the losses, costs, and charges arising out of such agreements. 
Such contributions shall be made by means of an equalization fee appor
tioned and paid as a regulation of interstate and foreign commerce in 
the commodity. It shall be the duty of the board to apportion and 
collect such fee in respect of such commodity as hereinafter provided. 

(b) Prior to the commencement of any marketing period in rl:'spect 
of any agricultural commodity, and thereafter from time to time during 
such marketing period, the board shall estimate the probable losses, 
costs, and charges to be paid under marketing agreements in respect of 
such commodity and under nonpremium insurance agreements in respect 
of such commodity as hereinafter provided. Upon the basis of such esti
mates, the board shall from time to time detel'mine and pul>lish the 
amount of the equalization fee (i.f any is required under such estimates) 
for each unit of weight, measure. or value designated by the board, to be 
collected upon such unit of such agdcultural commodity during any part 
of the marketing period for the commodity. Such amount is referred 
to in this Act ns the " equalization fee." At the time of determining 
and publishing any equalization fee the board shall specify the time 
during which the particular fee shall remain in effect and the place 
and manner of its payment and collection. 

(c) Under such regulations as the board may prescribe, any equaliza
tion fee determined upon by the board shall be paid, in respect of each 
marketed unit of such commodity, upon one of the following: The trans~ 
portation, processing, or sale of such unit. The equalization fee shall 
not be collected more than once in respect of any unit. The board shall 
determine, in the case of each class of transactions in the commodity, 
whether the equalization fee shall be paid upon tran!.'portation, process
ing, or sale. The board shall make such determination upon the basis 
of the most effective and economical means of collecting the fee with 
respect to each unit of the commodity marketed during the marketing 
period. 

(d) Under such regulations as the board may prescribe, the equaliza
tion fee determined under this section for any agricultural t."!ommodity 
produced in the United States shall in addition be collected upon the 
importation of each designated unit of the agricultural commodity 
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imported into tbe United States for consumption therein, and an 
equalization fee, in an amount equivalent as nearly as may be, shall be 
collected upon tbe importation of any food product derived in whole 
or in part from the agricultural commodity and imported into tbe 
United States for consumption therein. 

(e) The board may by regulation require any person engaged in tbe 
transpor·tation, processing, or acquisition by purchase of any agricul
tural commodity produced in the United States, or in the importation 
of any agricultural commodity or food product thereof-

(1) To file returns under oath and to report, in respect of his trans
portation, processing, or acquisition of such commodity produced in 
the United States or in respect of his importation of tbe commodity 
or food product thereof, tbe amount of equalization fees payable thereon 
and such other facts as may be necessary for their payment or col
lection. 

(2) To collect the equalization fee as directed by the board and to 
account therefor. 

(f) The board, under regulations prescribed by it, is authorized to 
pay to any such person required to collect such fees a reasonable charge 
for his services. 

(g) Every person who, in violation of the regulations prescribed by 
the board, fails to collect or account for any equalization fee shall be 
liable for its amount and to a penalty equal to one-half its amount. 
Such amount and penalty may be recovered together in a civil suit 
brought · by the board in the name of tbe United States. 

(h) As used in this section-
(1) In the case of grain the term " processing" means m!lling of 

grain for market or the first processing in any manner for market 
(other than cleaning or drying) of grain not so milled, and the term 
" sale" means a sale or other disposition in the United States cf grain 
for milling or other processing for market, for resale; or for delivery by 
a common carrier-occurring during a marketing period in respect of 
grain. 

(2) In the case of cotton the term "processing" m'c>ans spinning, 
milling, or any manufactu.ring of cotton other than ginning, tbe term 
"sale" means a sale or other disposition in the United States of cotton 
for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing other than ginning, or for 
delivery outside the United States, and the te~m "tr[tnsport.ation" 
means the acceptance of cotton by a common carrier for delivery to 
any person for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing of cotton other 
than ginning, or for delivery outside the United States-occurring 
during a marketing period in respect of cotton. 

(3) In the ease of livestock, the term "processing" means slaughter 
for market by a purchaser of livestock, and the term "sale" means a 
sale or other disposition in the United States of livestock destined for 
slaughter for market without intervening holding for feeding (other 
than feeding in transit) or fattening-occurring during a marketing 
period in respect of livestock. 

(4) In the case of tobacco, the term "&'tle" means a sale or other 
dif:;position to any dealet• in leaf tobacco or to any registered manu
facturer of the products of tobacco. The term "tobacco " means leaf 
tobacco, stemmed or unstemmed. 

(5) In the case of grain, livestock, and tobacco, the term "trans
portation" means tbe acceptance of a commodity by a common carrier 
for delivery. 

(6) In the case of any agricultural commodity othet· than grain, 
cotton, livestock, or tobacco, the board shall, in connection with its 
specification of the place and manner of payment and collection of the 
equalization fee, further specify the particular type of processing, sale, 
or transportation in respect of which the equalization fee is to be paitl 
and collected. 

(7) The term "sale" does not include a transfer to a cooperative 
association for the purpose of sale or other disposition by such asso
ciation on account of the transferor; nor a transfer of title in pursu
ance of a contract entered into before, and at a specified price 
determined before, the commencement of a marketing period in respect 
of the agricultural commodity. In case of the transfer of title in 
pursuance of a contract entered into after the commencement of a 
marketing period in respect of the agricultural commodity, but entered 
into at a time when, and at a specified price determined at a time 
during which a particular equalization fee is in effect, then the equaliza
tion fee applicable in respect of such transfer of title shall be the 
equalization fee in effect .at the time when such specified price was 
determined. 

STABILIZATION FUNDS 

SEC. 11. (a) For en.ch agricultural commodity as to which market
ing agreements are made by the board, there shall be established, in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by tbe board, a stabilization 
fund. Such fund shall be administered by and exclusively under the 
control of the board, and the board shall have the exclusive power of 
expending the moneys in such fund. 

(b) There shall be deposited to the credit of the stabilization fund 
for any agricultural commodity (1) advances from the revolving fund 
as hereinafter authorized, t2) profits arising out of marketing agree
ments in respect of the commodity, (3) repayments of advances for 
financing the purchase, withholding, or disposal of the commodity, and 

( 4) equalization fees collected in respect of the commodity and its 
imported food products. 

(c) In order to make tbe payments required by a marketing or non
premium insurance agreement in respect of any agricultural com
modity, and in order to pay the salaries and expenses ot experts, the 
board may, in its discretion, advance to the stabilization fund for such 
commodity out of the revolving fund such amounts as may be necessary. 

(d) The deposits to the credit of a stabilization fund shall be made 
in a public depositary of the United States. All general laws relating 
to the embezzlement, conversion, or to the improper handling, retention, 
use, or disposal of public moneys of the United States, shall apply to 
the profits and equalization fees payable to the credit of the stabiliza
tion fund and to moneys deposited to the credit of the fund or with
drawn therefrom but in the custody of any officer or employee of the 
United States. 

(e) There shall be withdrawn from the stabilization fund for any 
agricultural commodity (1) the payments required by marketing or 
nonpremium insurance agreements in respect of the commodity, (2) the 
salaries and expenses of such experts as the board determines shall be 
payable from such fund, (3) repayments into the revolving fund of 
advances made from the revolving fund to the stnbilization fund, to
gether with interest on such amounts at the rate of 4 per centum per 
annum, and ( 4) service charges payable for tbe collection of equaliza
tion fees. 

I have quoted these sections verbatim in order that those who 
may read these remarks may have the text before them and 
analyze it for themselYes. They do not have to rely upon any 
interpretation except their own. 

It is instantly observable that this gives to a board of 12 
men the absolute power to lay a tax, as I have said, upon every 
bale of cotton, upon every bushel of wheat and corn, upon every 
pound of tobacco and meat old by the producer, upon some unit 
of every agricultural product-and this tax will raise a fund 
which is to be under the absolute and practically unrestrained 
contTol of the board which levies the tax. 

The fact that the bill may be amended so as to require the 
general board to have the advice of a commodity council_of 
seven before functioning adds nothing to its virtues. By the 
provision of section 4 th.e advisory councils are to be chosen 
by the general board itself "from lists submitted by cooperative 
associations or other organizations representative of the pro
ducers of the commodity." 

What doe this mean? Take the case of cotton. It means 
that the cotton grower ' associations of the different States who 
have never been able to obtain members sufficient to give them 
control of as much as 10 per cent of the cotton grown in any 
State will submit lists to the board of 12. From these lists the 
board must select seven individuals to act in an advisory ca
pac1ty. These seven will naturally be from the organization. 

The more than 90 per cent of cotton growers who are not 
mE:mbers will have no voice whatever in the selection. It will 
rest ,-vith these 7 men to advise the 12, and the 12 may then 
lay the equalization fee in whatever amount they see proper 
upon every bale of .cotton grown in the United States, and, as 
stated, this fee will eome from the producer. It matters not at 
what stage of the handling it may be collected. If it be at the 
time of transportation, the raih·oad company will simply add 
the amount of the fee, $10 or $15 per bale, or whatever the 
amount may be, to the freight bill. The ginner, or whoever 
purchases the cotton from the farmer, will know in advance 
what the fee is to be and will deduct it from the price be pays 
the farmer. · 

The same conditions will apply. to wheat, swine, cattle, to
bacco, vegetables-to every commodity upon which the board 
may determine to function. 

'l'hink of wbat Congress is being asked to do! We are 
being asked deliberately to vote to force into a ystem called 
" agricultural relief" every farmer in America, when we know 
that the vast majority of those farmers, exercising their rights 
as American citizens, have declined to join of their own free 
wills. 

For my;;:.elf, and casting no aspersions upon those of my col
leagues who take a different view, I can not feel that I have 
any moral right to vote to do this. I have no authority as a 
legislator to vote a farmer into a system which he has refused 
to join voluntarily. 

The man not in Congress who believes in the efficacy of the 
sy tern may feel at liberty to say, a~ so many of them have 
said, "We wish legislation which will force them in," but to a 
legislator charged with the re, ponsibility of trying to treat all 
alike and preserve the fundamentals of individual freedom of 
action the matter appears in an entirely different light-at 
least it does to.me. 

The idea bas been rather persistently anvanced that the 
equalization fee feature of the proposed measure will never be 
used. If this be true why insert it? Its proponents say, 

( 
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"simply tt> preserve the principle." It is the principle that I, 
for one, am combating, the principle of taxing the farmer by a 
board with whose selection he will have nothing to do. 

But I can not escape the feeling that those who insist the fee 
will never be used are deceiving themselves and misleading 
others. 

By the very terms of section 9, which I have quoted verbatim, 
the board, if it carries out the law, will have to levy it as to 
certain products--cotton, wheat, and swine in particular. And 
certain grades of tobacco are grown that only find a market 
abroad. Of these we always produce a surplus over the amount 
required for domestic consumption, and the board will have to 
so find. 

Of cotton we always export more than we consume domesti
cally, and the world price of cotton is fixed in the Liverpool 
market. Should it be possible under the system proposed by 
the equalization fee plan to raise the price to the farmer of 
the seven to eight million bales consumed at home, I can see no 
way whereby it would not be balanced by the losses on that sold 
abroad. The profit made upon the portion marketed here would 
be absorbed by the losses sustained upon that sold abroad, and 
the ·e losses are to be paid out of the stabilization fund created 
by the equalization fee collected from the cotton grower. 

If you succeed in raising the price of such wheat as is sold in 
the domestic market above the world price, just how much have 
you benefited agliculture as a whole? Forty per cent of the 
wheat sold in the American market is consumed by farmers 
themselves. I think there is not a Southern State which grows 
sufficient wheat to supply the needs of the people of that State. 
In 'l'ennessee I feel quite sure the majority of the farmers are 
purchasers of their breadstuffs. How are they to be benefited 
by an increase in price upon this with no corresponding in
crease in the price of the products they themselves grow? 
Unless there can be assurance of a general raise in price levels 
on all products of the farm, agriculture as a whole can derive 
no benefit from an increase upon a single product, and the 
equalization fee system, in my judgment, offers no such 
assurance. 

In its practical workings, my prediction is that it would prove 
the greatest disappointment to the farmer that he has ever 
experienced from any legislation supposed to be enacted in his 
behalf. It would not only be disappointing, but when you come 
to collect that equalization fee from him it would well-nigh 
excite him to revolution. 

There are other phases I should like to dwell upon. The 
proposition is one of the most complicated ever presented. It is 
difficult "to see through its many complications and ramifications, 
but I trust the farmers will not be misled by the catch phrases 
of "farm relief," "surplus control by an ' equalization fee," 
and similar expres ions. I concelve it my duty to try and look 
it through to its results. I have tried to study it from the 
standpoint of the farmer himself. I think it is bad ana mu8t 
vote against it and take the consequences. So lang as it is an 
untried theory there will probably be a demand for its trial, 
but if ever it be tried I feel confident that the experience under 
it will vindicate the position I have taken from the beginning 
and consistently maintained throughout the several years of its 
agitation. ' 

With section 9 amended and with sections 10 and 11 elimi
nated there would remain, as I have said, a complete bill, and 
it is one which in my opinion is sound in principle, unobjection
able in policy, and promises genuine aid in relieving the dis
tre~sing conditions which a series of untoward events have 
brought to agriculture. . 

I sincerely desire that we may have some sound legislation. 
So long as the equalization fee remains in the bill I do not 
believe that you will have the legislation. Even if it should 
be passed and approved by the Executive, I think it would he 
ovei·thrown by the courts. It seems to me that it would be the 
part of wisdom, recognizing the objections, to manifest some 
spirit of compromise whereby we could bring about legislati-ve 
action. [Applause.] 

Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
for the fourth time in as many years the House is considering 
in Committee of the Whole a 1\icNary-Haugen bill. The first 
two of these measures were defeated in the House. The third 
passed the House and the Senate and was vetoed by the Presi
dPnt. At the beginning of the history of this legislative con
troversy it was seriously disputed by those unfamiliar with the 
conditions of American agriculture that any relief whatever 
was needed. It was further disputed, even though relief were 
needed, that the Government was the agency to extend that 
relief. As we approach thi question to-day we find a very 
different attitud~ both in the House and in the country on 
these points. We have ceased to believe throughout the Nation 
that the troubles of American agriculture are purely a passing 

phase of the postwar deflation. ·we have come to realize and 
to accept as a fact that American agriculture unorganized and 
unfinanced can not, under existing conditions of commerce, 
compete on terms of equality in the markets of the world with 
buyers who to-day, as never before in history, are both firmly 
organized and firmly financed. Therefore there i no difference 
of opinion to-day in our committee, nor I be~ieve in the House, 
as to the need of relief or as to the need of governmental 
assistance in procuring that relief. 

The organization of agriculture is feeble to-day in most 
commodities of the soil. And yet it is true that the cooperatiYe 
marketing form of agricultural organization has made tremen
dous strides in the past 10 years, until to-day in many minor 
commodities, where financing is not so difficult, where the pro
ducers are more centralized in location, the cooperative move
ment has afforded almost a complete cure for the problem of 
the producer. 

But when you come to the great national <:rops of aO'riculture, 
to the wheat and the cotton and the corn and the pork and the 
tobacco, grown in many States and in many varieties, grown 
by millions of farmers, something must be done to bring that 
group of farmers or rather bring that diffused number of 
farmers into a group where their concentrated selling power 
may match the concentrated buying power of industry. I do 
not believe, as I stand here to-da;y, that that problem can be 
adequately solved at this stage without the assistance of the 
Federal Government. 

We are agreed in the committee-and I think in the House 
and in the Nation-{)n the real essentials of farm relief. We 
are agreed that the farmer must have organization. We are 
agreed that that organization must have adequate financial 
stability. We are agreed that the Government should help 
create and should foster the organization. We are agreed that 
the Government should in some way or other assist in financing 
the organization when created. Those are the essentials. 
'Ihose are the only reasons given why the Government should 
aid at all. 

And yet, with complete agreement on the essentials, we sit 
here to-day debating whether we will give the relief. Why? 
Because of a complete nonessential of relief. A persistent 
propaganda has gone from one end of the Nation to the other 
that, without that nonessential, there can be no relief. If we 
are agreed that there should be organization and that there 
should be finance, why do we withhold from the American 
farmer the relief he needs and should have? Only because we 
differ on the form of financing-because we differ on the means 
to be used to get the money. And why do we differ? Polities; 
politics between farm organizations ; politics within both polit
ical parties; politics between the pol)tical parties. Politics, and 
politics alone, is the reason that we sit here to-day, still with
holding from the American farmer the relief that he deserves 
and ought to have. 

Last year the McNary-Haugen bill was vetoed, almost en
tirely, so far as it compares with this year's bill, because it 
contained the equalization fee and the sections which depend 
upon the equalization fee. We all went home and were at 
home for months. 'Vhen we all came back in December, the 
overwhelming majority of this House, after conferring with 
their constituents for months, favored the passage of a bill 
without the equalization fee. The bill, if it had come to debate 
in this House in December without the fee, would have passed 
almost unanimously. But now that we have been away from 
our constituents for six or eight months a persistent lobby has 
convinced many Members that nothing but the fee will suit the 
farmer. If I had a farmer district, I would rather go home 
in October with a $250,000,000 revolving fund for the stabiliza
tion of agriculture than with an oration on the need of the 
equalization fee. 

Now, as I have said, we agree on the need. We agree on the 
form of organization that should be used. We agree on the 
amount of the financing. The first eight sections of this bill 
pending before you to-day meet every need of organization 
and finance. It could be improved in its language. To my 
way of thinking, the bill introduced last year by Senator CUR
TIS and Judge Crusp and this year by the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. CRISP] is a somewhat better bill. But the first 
eight sections of this bill are a complete legislative program, 
adequately financed for the organization of agriculture. 

What are those eight sections? Well, first, they declare the 
policy of the Congress to be to facilitate the organization of 
cooperative associations. They declare the policy of Congress 
to be to prevent undue depression of price. 'l'hey then provide 
for the appointment of a Federal farm board of 12, for ad
visory councils in each commodity. of seven men 11icked from 
the producers of the commodity. 
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They give to those cooperative a sociations which we are 

trying to strengthen the most liberal and advanced lines of 
credit that have been advocated before our committee by any 
proponents of farm-relief legislation. They put at the disposal 
of the board money for many purposes ; first, for tlle purpose 
of assisting any cooperative association or any corporation con
trolled or developed by any cooperative as ociati(}n in tlle 
handling of the urplus or in the orderly marketing of a com
modity. For the purpose of developing continuity of service 
they propooe loans of working capital for the cooperative asso
ciations or corporations created by tbem. They provide for 
loans for existing cooperatives or corporatio"ns which they con
trol for aid in tbe acquisition of facilities for the handling and 
marketing of the crop. They furnish funds for tlle installation 
of agricultural credit corporations, as liberal a provision as has 
ever been put into a law, because it means the Government is 
ready to loan to tbe indorser the money it needs to make its 
indorsement good, and then to loan the borrower on the faith 
of tbe indorsement. And then tbey provide for loans for ex
penditure by cooperatives in federating and in consolidating 
and expanding their membership. 

Nobody has a ked any further provision. No suggestion has 
been made to the committee that Government money can be 
used to advantage in any other way. That is the language of 
the 1\lcNary-Haugen bill as modified by our committee, and the 
minority who oppose the bill have nevertheless helped to perfect 
these provisions. 

Now, my friends, you are going to loan cooperatives the 
working capital with which to do business; you are going to 
loan the funds with which to handle the surplus, both for 
.orderly marketing and for surplus-centro! purposes. You are 
financing them to tbe limit of what anyone has asked for any 
cooperative association or its controlled corporation. By the 
time you have fini bed reading section 5 you must conclude 
that it gives the cooperative associations every financial en
couragement that this bill anywhere proposes should be given 
to them-and does it without the fee. 

1\lr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. MORGAl.~. What has the gentleman got to say as to 

· the argument presented that in case only the loan provision is 
provided in the bill the cooperatives will not avail themselves 
of ·bat fund? . 

Mr. FORT. I am coming t(} that a moment later and I would 
rather handle it when I reach it. Now, gentlemen, we have had 
three or four months' bealings and the only witne ses who ap
peared before oun committee and talked practically on how this 
bill would operate and upheld the fee have been a Doctor Kilgor, 
a 1\lr. Stone, and a Mr. Bledsoe, all from the cotton section, all 
of them men of great ability. Each one of those men in the 
t·ecord of the hearings says that the loan provisions will do all 
for cotton that anything in the world would do, and they did 
not pretend to talk about any other commodity because they 
did not know. Their only reason for arguing for the equaliza
tion fee was not that the loans would not work but the fear that 
neA.'t year tbe Congress might not renew the loans. 

There is not one word of testimony in the record from any 
witnesses that the bill, through the section that I have ana
lyzed, would not do all that the whole elaborate structure of 
the bill is claimed to do. There is not one word to challenge 
the workability of the proposal for financing by loans. The 
only question raised is the fear that the Treasury would not 
be reopened in a subsequent year if the operations resulted 
in great losses. 

Now, my friends, there is one thing in this bill which deserves 
considerable attention. We have set out in the committee a 
complete plan for the organization of corporations to be owned 
and controlled by the cooperative associations. We have set 
out the restriction upon the management of those corporations 
and have set up the method of theiJ.· operation. Why? Because 
one of the troubles in the organization of agriculture has been 
the absence of faith on the part of the farmer in the coopera
tive organizations. We are providing here for a corporation 
which may have the minimum capital that the law permits, 
$1,000, or what you please, to which the Government will ad
vance the necessary working capital, to which the Government 
will advance the neces ary funds for the purchase and the 
carrying of commodities, and which the Government will super
vise to the point, at least, of assuring the American farmer 
that his enterprise is being competently managed and honestly 
bandied. 

We believe, in the committee, that loans should be S(} made. 
Certainly for surplus control they must be so made, because 
under the Capper-Volstead Act no cooperative may handle more 
of any commodity for nonmembers than it handles for members. 
Therefore no cooperative can act to handle surplus in its own 

name, because the act of handling surplus necessitates the pur
chase of more of the nonmembers' commodity than the coopera
tive handles of its members' commodity. Therefore we have 
provided for a corporation not subject to the Capper-Volstead 
Act, but owned and inalienably controlled by the cooperative 
associations which organize it, for the purpose of forming a 
nucleus around and through which the operations can be car
ried on. 

Then we go on in the bill and for the first time in the his
tory of this legislation we put in provisions which recognize 
that the real source of all the trouble is overproduction. 

Mr. 'VOODRUM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. WOODRUM. As I understand. the loan feature of the 

bill only applies to cooperative associations or to corporations 
to be formed under the provisions of the bill? 

Mr. FORT. It does. 
Mr. WOODRUM. So that individual and independent farm

ers who are not members of cooperative associations or members 
of corporations would, of course, have no opportunity to get 
the benefits? 

Mr. FORT. No·; and under no other feature of the bill-not 
under the wualization fee or any other feature. It recognizes 
organizations only and must. If the gentleman from Virginia 
will permit, you can not handle a surplus through the individual 
operations of 2,000,000 farmers. You have got to unify and 
organize. 

Mr. CRISP. And farmers who are not members will pay 
the tax, when levied, whether they are members or not? 

1\Ir. FORT. That is true; and they will not share in the 
benefits to any like extent under the fee plan-if there are any 
benefits. 

l\lr. BRAND of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
1\lr. BRAND of Georgia. Why was it the committee provided 

in the bill that the corporations to be created by the coopera
tive association should be created and controlled by those 
association . 

Mr. FORT. To bar out the use of the packers' organizations 
and of the great millers as farm-aid agencies with Government 
money. At least, that was my reason. · 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Did the committee consider the 
propriety of allowing tl1em to create corporations under the 
laws of the various States, independent of the cooperative asso
ciations? 

Mr. FORT. Corporations formed by whom? 
l\Ir. BRAND of Georgia. By the farmers, under the laws of 

the various States. 
Mr. FORT. No; we did not, because, if the g~ntleman 

please , it is our theory, and it is so exp1·essed in the 6ill, that 
the great object to be achieved is the fostering of cooperative 
marketing associations and we do not believe we will accomplish 
that by spreading our fire over 47 dll!erent kinds of corpora-
tion& r 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. You take Georgia, for instance. 
About 90 per cent of the people do not belong to the cooperative 
a ociations and they are not eligible for · any of the benefits 
of this bill. 

Mr. FORT. They would secure the benefits of this bill, at 
least of the loan provisions, if the gentleman will permit me to 
go ahead and analyze how I think the bill will work. 

Mr. ASWELL. If the gentleman will permit, I will say to 
the gentleman from Georgia that they do have a benefit. They 
have the right to pay the fees. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman elaborate 

just a bit upon the statement made a minute ago, a very im
portant point to be brought out in connection with this measure, 
that under the equalization-fee plan, the nonmember would 
pay the tax but not receive the degree of benefit that a member 
would. _ 

Mr. FORT. I am coming to that in a moment. I am just try
ing to analyze the provisions of what I think is a good measure 
up to the end of the eighth section. We have put in a pro
vision, as I have said, for the curbing of production and for 
the creation and control of corporations to be owned by the 
cooperatives. Then we l}Ut in a provision for the first time in 
the legislation-and I may say here these provisions are taken 
almost if not quite verbatim from the bill introduced by the 
gentleman from Georgia, Judge CRisP-for investigation by 
the board of the existence or threat of surplus and the effect 
of surplus upon price. 

Heretofore we have talked about surplus; we have talked 
about its effect on price and we know nothing as to its real 
action. We have charged tbis board, therefore, with the duty, 
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gentlemen, of ascertaining whether the effect of the surplus is 
to reduce the price below the average cost of production. Read 
in connection with the declaration of policy, which puts it upon 
the board to prevent undue depression of price, it seems to me 
we have charged the board here with the duty of utilizing its 
power to prevent a depression in price below the cost of the 
an'rage production of the average producer. This is new. 

We have put in provisions for the establishment of clearing 
houses and marketing associations for the handling of commodi
ties by the farmer in the central markets. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Does the gentleman purpose discussing 

fuTther the question of control of production? 
Mr. FORT. No. 
Mr. LANKFORD. I would like the gentleman to elaborate 

on the matter of the control of production under the bill. 
1\ir. FORT. I can not do that within the time at my disposal 

now. 
Mr. LANKFORD. I think that is the mo t important item 

in respect of all farm legislation. 
Mr. FORT. I agree with the gentleman, but I do not think 

you can carry it out legislatively. 
l\1r. MORTON D. HULL. Will the gentleman explain the 

theory of the establi ·bment of clearing houses and tell us just 
what is a clearing house? 

Mr. FORT. The theory of the proponents of the bill, which 
was first advocated by the President's commis ion some three 
or four years ago, is, as I take it, to be the organization of 
associations in the terminal markets of the comj'-try, which 
will a void the ove>rstocking of a local market uY clearing 
commodities away from the overstocked market to markets 
where there is a ..:hortage of the commodity, as is done by 
the successful cooperative associations in perishable products 
for themselves to-day. 

Mr . . MORTON D. HULL. It is a process of distribution. 
Mr. FORT. It is a matter of distribution. This problem is 

half one of distribution. 
Mr. LAKKFORD. Will the gentleman yield for just one 

question? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. LANKFORD. The gentleman said he thought the ques

tion of production could not be controlled by legislation. 
Mr. FORT. No. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Will the gentleman briefly suggest how 

he thinks it can be done? 
Mr. FORT. By education. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Does the gentleman think it can be done 

as a matter of contract entered into by the farmers with each 
other and with the agency furnishing this assistance, under 
proper legislation? 

Mr. FORT. I very much doubt it; at least, not unless it was 
voluntnry. 

l\1r. LANKFORD. It would not be by contract, unless it was 
volnntnry, would it? 

Mr. KINDRED. In connection with the matter of distribu
tion, would the gentleman tell us what will be the effect on 
consumers of the features of the bill which he has just dis
cussed, as well as other features of the bill which the gen.t:lema:a 
has not discussed? 

Mr. FORT. I would rather not discuss this to-day from the 
consumers' viewpoint. I have clone that more or less in my 
minority views on the bill; but, briefly, I will say to the gentle
man, that, a.s the representative of a consumers' district, I be
lieve that even though the cost of commodities is somewhat in
creased to the consumer, if that be necessary to furnish economic 
equality to agriculture, the consumer should be prepared and is 
prepared to pay the bill. [Applause.] 

1\fr. KI~"'DRED. Has the gentlemail. made any approximate 
figures as to how much the increased cost will be to the con
sumers? 

Mr. FORT. I have made some fi.guTes on wheat. Under the 
equalization-fee propo al in the bill I estimate the cost will be 
at least 60 cents a bushel, or something over 1 cent a h:mf on 
bread. 

l\Ir. WOODRUM. And what would be the effect without the 
equalization fee? 

l\Ir. FORT. Without the fee it should make little difference, 
for this reason: Stabilization which is what the loaning features 
of the bill look toward, rather than price exaltation, will operate, 
if it be achieved, to iron out both the low and the excess high 
level of commodity prices which now prevail in the speculative 
market. It will operate to take the commodity off the markets 
in the harvesting sea ·on and carry it for the marketing season. 
Now, if this be true, the general average cost of the commodity 
in the markets of the world will not be so m11ch enhanced, but 

the price which the producer gets in the season when he is sell
ing will be higher, and the price that the speculator gets in 
the season when he is selling will be lower. 

The consumer to-day buys his flour largely on the basis of the 
highest price· at which wheat sells, whereas the peculator buys 
hi · wheat from the farmer largely at the low price at which 
wheat sells in the period of the harvesting. The proposal of 
the stabilization program, without doing violence to any sound, 
economic theory, looks toward translating to the producer the 
average price the consumer actually to-day pays. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey bas con
sumed 30 minutes.· 

l\lr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, I will use a few more minutes, 
but I am afraid I can not yield as liberally from now on. 

l\Ir. CANNON . . Will the gentleman yield for just one 
question? 

Mr. FORT. Yes. 
l\Ir. CANNON. I understand the gentleman holds that an 

increase of 60 cents in the price of a bushel of wheat means an 
increase of 1 cent in the price of a loaf of bread. 

l\Ir. FORT. At lea t. 
l\Ir. CANNON. Then how does the gentleman account for the 

fact that when wheat wa selling at $2.40 a bu hel bread was 
10 cents a loaf. When it was 86 cents a bushel it was still 10 
cents a loaf, and it has been 10 cents a loaf ever since the close 
of the war, regardless of the price of wheat received by the 
farmer. [Applause.] 

Mr. FORT. If the gentleman please, he is talking of the 
speculative wheat market, uncontrolled and unstabilized. in 
which, as I have just stated, the consumer pays the price based 
on the highest price at which wheat sells, not on the average, 
He gets no benefit of the low price. The producer gets the low 
price when wheat sells in the harvesting season at the bottom. 
The consumer often pays a price based on the highe ·t price.. at 
which wheat bas sold. 

1\lr. CANNON. The price of wheat constantly fluctuates and 
has fluctuated from $2.80 to 85 cents, but whether wheat was 
high or low bread bas consistently remained at the same price. 

Mr. FORT. Perhaps they took some of the wheat out; I 
don't know. 

l\lr. LAGUARDIA. Would a difference of 60 cents a bushel be 
reflected in the price of bread? 

l\Ir. FORT. I do not care to go into that question now. 
There i · approximately a cent a loaf difference, if you figure 
the number of loaves of bread that are made out of a barrel of 
flour. 

l\Ir. LaGUARDIA. That does not gibe with the information 
that I get. 

l\Ir. FORT. Then they put less wheat in the bread, as I said 
a moment ago. Now, gentlemen, this bill up to the eighth 
section and after the twelfth section has good administrative 
features. It embodies provisions which we believe to be good 
for the prohibition of speculation by the board and it employ
ees. They were taken largely from the bill of the gentleman 
from South CaTolina [Mr. HARE]. There are other features 
which we believe to be good. Those of us who oppose the bill 
as a whole believe that if you strike out section 9 to 12 you 
have a complete legislative program of genuine farm relief, 
unquestionably constitutional, which can and will become a law 
if it i passed by tbe Congress of the United States. 

That is the situation we find ourselves in up to section 9. 
Now, what is section 9? We talk about the equalization fee, 
but the marketing agreements provided in section 9 are the 
real crux of the situation. 

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. I will. 
Mr. PURI\TELL. The gentleman says that it will be a work

able bill and that it is a workable plan up to that point. 
l\Ir. FORT. With sections 9 to 12 out? I do, and I would 

be very glad to vote for the bill with sections 9 to 12 out. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. FORT. I yield. 
l\Ir. WHITTINGTON. If the bill with sections 9 to 12 out 

will give relief to agriculture, why would it be necessary to 
invoke sections 9 to 12? 

Mr. FORT. I will answer that. We heard from the gentle
man from Illinois, 1\lr. HULL, on Friday, great prnise of a 
certain gentleman as the high priest of agriculture. Well, 1\lr. 
Lowden said to our committee two years ago that the utmo ·t 
that could be done for agriculture was to stabilize the price 
at about the co. t of production. 

That we propose to do under the first eight sections of the 
bill, and can do. The gentleman has asked me about invoking 
section 9. I hope some Members have the bill in front of them. 
because there has been propaganda and deception in the House 
and the GOuntry as to section 9 and the equalization-fee sections 
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of the bill. Despite the assertions of the propagandists, it has 
never been intended by the proponents of the bill that the 
equalization fee should be postponed one minute if the bill 
became a law. 

Let us forget the propaganda and look at the bill itself. It 
says that the board shall investigate the conditions surrounding 
the marketing of a commodity, and that whenever upon that 
investigation the board finds three facts it "shall" enter into 
a marketing agreement. The word " shall " is in the bill, on 
page 43, line 19, without option of any kind or description, 
when they find the three facts. The first of the three facts is 
whether there is an excess above the requirements for the 
orderly marketing of any agricultural commodity " or " an 
excess above the domestic requirement for the commodity. 
There is always a surplus above the domestic requirements of 
cotton; there is always a surplus above the domestic require
ments of wheat; there is always a surplus above the domestic 
requirements of tobacco. There is always a surplus above the 
domestic requirements for pork products. 

There is the first fact that if they find--
Mr. PURNELL. There is not alw~ys an excess of require

ment for orderly marketing. 
Mr. FORT: Not alw~ys, but the section ~s in the alternative. 

It say in excess of the requirements for the orderly market
ing of any agricultural commodity "or "-not "and "-in ex
cess of the domestic requirements for the commodity. There 
is always a surplus above domestic needs, so that fact has got 
to be found every year as to cotton, tobacco, wheat, and pork 
products. 

l\1r. WHITTINGTON. Is it neeessary to find both of these 
facts? 

Mr. FORT. No; it is in the alternative. You might find 
that there was no excess above the requirements for orderly 
marketing, but if there was an excess above the domestic 
requirements you would have to operate. 

I shall read the third fact to be found. -Second: 
3. That the durability, the conditions of preparation, processing, 

and preserving and the methods of marketing of the commodity are 
such that the commodity :iS adapted to marketing as authorized by this 
section. 

Has anybody any doubt that cotton or wheat are durable 
or that pork products are preservable by processing, or that 
tobacco :rs durable? That condition exists as to these things 
every year, just as the surplus does. There are two of the 
three fact , and when they find all three they have to operate 
through marketing agreements. 

What is the third fact to be found? The third is: 
2. That the operation of the provisions of section 5-relating to 

loans to cooperative associations or corporations created and controlled 
by one or more cooperative a sociations-will not be etrective to con· 
trol such surplus because of the inability or unwillingness of the 
cooperative associations engaged in handling the commodity, or corpora
tions created and controlled by one or more such cooperative associa
tions, to control such surplus with the assistance of such loans. 

'I'hat sounds like something of a brake. But is it? What 
are the facts? First, no cooperative can control surplus, be
c:;~.use no cooperative can buy-more of the commodity than its 
own members turn into it. So no cooperative would be able to 
do it. The " inability " of every cooperative is thus taken care 
of. What about the unwillingness? Would any cooperative 
hesitate if it bad the alternative between loans from the revolv
ing fund at 4 per cent, with an . eventual liability for repay
ment and loans from the equalization fee fund without inter
est, with a guaranty that their cha1·ges for services would be 
paid and their losses refunded? Anybody that might be able 
to operate under the loan section would be a fool to do it, if 
he had that alternative choice. 

Incidentally, gentlemen, some people have said that this bill 
should be amended to take care of a situation where the farmer 
did not want the board to act. This language makes the board 
act if the cooperatives are all opposed to it and unwilling that 
it shall oper-ate. They have to act if the cooperatives are 
" unwilling " and they find a surplus to exist that is preservable 
in its nature. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? -

Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The bill which last passed the 

House had some provision whereby it left it to the producer 
of the various commodities to make a recommendation as to 
whether the equalization fee should be applied as to that par
ticular commodity. 

Mr. FORT. That is an out. On the contra1·y, the board 
must go ahead if the cooperatives are unwilling. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. WILLIAMSON. It seems to me that the gentleman 

misses the whole point of the bill. The purpose of the bill is, 
where these people refuse to cooperate, to compel them to do 
it by the equalization fee, thereby getting everybody in and 
each man .paY-ing his own share according to the amount of 
produce that he sells. 

Mr. FORT. I do not miss that at all. I am talking upon 
the deception which has been "propagandaed" to this country, 
that this bill was not intended to operate on the equalization fee, 
that that feature is only a "pinch hitter," as the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. PURNElL] says. I say just as the gentle
man from South Dakota says, that it would force the farmers 
in, and that it makes this the only w-ay to operate. That is the 
·purpose of it. I agree with the gentleman from South Dakota. 

As to the corporations set up by cooperatives acting under 
this provision, they have the same power to decide which way 
they will operate. They have the same power to decide whether 
they will operate under the loan provL<dons and have to repay 
them; whether they will operate under the loan provisions 
that require them to ubmit some details of their management 
and handling of Government money to the board; where they 
have to take their losses if they have losses; or whether they 
will operate under the provisions of the marketing-agreement 
clause where they are guaranteed against loss, and where they 
are guaranteed an operating charge for their service. Unwill
ing? Of course, they would be unwilling. And I think I may 
say that a motion in committee to strike out the word " unwill
ing " failed. . 

In addition to that, if you will read this bill carefully, you 
will see that it differs in other ways from the old bill. A 
marketing agreement once entered into is permanent. It is 
permanent, that is, until the board thinks that it is no longer 
"necessary or advisable for the purpose of carrying out the 
policy declared in section 1." As the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. GARRET!'] so brilliantly said this morning, does anyone 
believe that the board would lightly use its powers, or easily 
give them up? _ 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman~ the gentleman 
says that it is permanent. Will he point to us the language 
that contains such a _provision.? 

Mr. FORT. The provision is to be found at the .bottom of 
page 43, lines 23 and 24 : 

Such marketing shall continue during a marketing period which 
shall terminate at such time as, in the ju<L:,"Dlent of the board, such 
arrangements are no longer necessary or advisable for carrying out 
the policy declared in section 1. 

1\Ir. ROMJUE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. . 
1\Ir. ROMJUE. The gentleman speaks of it as being per.

manent~ The gentleman assumes that the board will exercise 
the law contrary to the best interests of the public? 

Mr. FORT. No. I say they have to keep it up as long as 
they think it is necessary to carry out the policy declared in 
section 1. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Does not the gentleman assume that these 
men who have been empowered and given this authority will 
want to exercise their power properly and in the interest of 
the public rather than that they will disregard the interest of 
the public? 

Mr. FORT. I assume that in compliment to unknown gen
tlemen, but it is not the history of bureaucratic government. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MORGAN_ .Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
l-Ir. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. MORGAN. I understand from the gentleman's argu

ment that he contends that the benefits to the farmer under the 
loan feature would. be equal to those under the equalization fee, 
where the equalization fee is assessed against the commodity? 

Mr. FORT. I do ; and they would not have to pay a fee in 
the bargain. 

Now, I can not yield any more, because I have some ground 
still to traverse. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Before the gentleman finishes his remarks 
I hope he will answer the question propounded by the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. GABRETT]. 

Mr. FORT. If I can get by in my time with what I want to 
say, I will. 

What is the difference between the marketing section ~mel the 
loan-agreement section that I have just read? First, the loan 
section puts the farmer in business. The marketing-agreement 
section puts the Government in business. The l6an section pots 
the whole control of the industry in the hands of the farmers 
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and leaves it there. The marketing-agreement section puts it 
all in the hands of a board, which this House this morning has 
been warned by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRE'IT] 
eventually will be controlled by the 70 per cent of the American 
people who are consumers and not producers. 

Both sections look to the repayment of Government advances 
only if there are sufficient profits resulting from the operation. 
The loan provision does not permit contracts with the great 
pacJ.:ers of America. . . . . 

Tlte marketing-agreement sectwn still has that clause m It 
which has stayed in it through this whole legislation ; that 
clause which the proponents of the bill have admitted before 
our committee is essential to the operation of their scheme, and 
passed it off that way; that clause to which, after four years' 
persistent opposition to this legislation in the committee, I have 
yet to hear from a packer .or packer'~ represen~tive !he. su~
aestion of one word of amendment. 'Ihat packer.s relief IS m 
llie marketing-agreement section. It is not in the loan section. 
Both ·ections are designed to stabilize prices, and, on the testi
mony given before the committee, one is as effective to accom
plish it as the other. 

Furthermot·e. the loan provision does not contemplate price 
fixing. The marketing-agreement provision can not operate 
without it. Under the marketing-agreement section the fee 
has to be estimated before operations begin. You can not 
estimate the fee unless you can estimate what the loss is going 
to be, and you ·can not estimate what the loss is going to. be 
unless you decide in advance how much above the world pnce, 
if any, you are going to put the price of the commodity. That 
i · sure. 

It must be a price-fixing measure if it is going to deal equally 
with the producers. It must promise the same margin above 
the ~,·orld price or else all pay the same fee, and some get less 
benefit from it than others. 

It must be a price-fixing measure if the lo ses of the oper
ation are to be limited in any conscionable manner. The board 
is surely not going to put a contract on the books with the 
packers or with any other organization or agency without any 
limitation of the prices at which that agency can deal in com
modities with the Government's and the farmer's money. I do 
not believe one Member on this floor would vote for this bill if 
he believed that would happen. Of course, the board has got 
to limit its own loss by fixing the price. It can not operate 
otherwise. 

Those are the differences between the loan section and the 
marketing agreement section. If the marketing agreement sec
tion goes out you do not need the equalization fee. Which is 
the intelligent program of farm relief? 

Now we come to the equalization fee. They say that does 
not have to be put on. That is what they are telling the country 
and telling us. I have shown you that, as to at least four 
major commodities, the board will have to operate. Now, then, 
"in order to carry out marketing and nonpremium insurance 
agreements--" · 

Mr. GARBER. In what section is that? 
Mr. FORT. Section 10, at the bottom of page 46. I read: 
SEC. 10. (a) In order to carry out marketing and nonpremium in

surance agreements in respect of any agricultural commodity without 
loss to the revolving fund, each marketed unit of such agricultural 
commodity produced in the United States shall, throughout any market
ing period in respect of such commodity, contribute ratably its equitable 
share of the losses, costs, and charges arising out of such agreements. 
Such contributions shall be made by mean · of an equalization fee appor
tioned and paid as a regulation of inte1·state and foreign commerce in 
the commodity. It shall be the duty of the board to apportion and 
collect such fee in respect of such commodity as hereinafter provided. 

And in the next clause-
Prior to the commencement of any marketing period in respect of any 

agricultural commodity, and thereafter from time to time during such 
marketing period, the board shall estimate the probable losses, costs, 
and charges to be paid under marketing agreements in respect of such 
commodity and under nonpremium insurance agreements in respect of 
such commodity as hereinafter provided. Upon the basis of such esti
mates, the board shall from time to time determine anti publish the 
amount of the equalization fee (if any is required under such estimates) 
for each unit of weight, measure, or value designated by the board, to 
be collected upon such unit of such agricultural commodity during any 
part of the marketing period for the commodity. 

Once entered into the marketing agreement, once finding a 
surplus over domestic requirements of a durable product, with 
the cooperatives unable or unwilling to handle the sqrplus, 
then the board " shall " estimate the los ; " shall " fix the fee; 
and each marketed unit of the commodity "shall" pay. 

They have tried to say to this House that this is just a pinch· 
hitter, sitting on the bench to be used when all else fails. The 

whole plan can operate only, and will operate only, under 
the fee. 

Now, there are two or three other interesting things about it 
that I want to pa~ s over very quickly. They found last year 
in the President's veto something they had overlooked-that you 
could not operate this thing unless you had some kind of way 
of preventing the manufactured products of commodities which 
had paid the fee in this country from coming in from foreign 
countries where there was no fee. So this year the bill puts 
the equalization fee on imports of any commodity on which the 
fee is levied in this country and on the food products-ju t the 
food products of such commodity. Gentlemen from the South, 
it is your first import duty on cotton. 

If this bill passes as the result of these years of agitation for 
farm relief, you can go back home and say you have ecured a 
duty on cotton ; that at last the prinCiple of protection is ex
tended to that commodity. But not on goods made from the cot
ton--only on food products. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Yes: 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. I am just wondering whether the 

tariff on the cotton goods would not protect the manufacturer 
as it now exists? 

Mr. FORT. · On the goods? 
l\fr. WHITTINGTON. Yes. 
l\fr. FORT. The tariff on cotton goods is fixed upon the 

basis that the cotton itself has not been raised in pri<:e in thh; 
country any more than abroad. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. At all events, the manufacturer would 
be protected by that provision in this bill. 

l\lr. FORT. So woul& the wheat man; but they have found 
they have got to put the fee on imports of all of these farm 
products. 

l\lr. WHITTINGTON. My question was limited to cotton. 
l\fr. FORT. And you are going to rai e the price of cotton 

to the American consumer and not to the foreign consumer? 
Now, gentlemen, they not only put it in here as an import duty 
but they make it an ad valorem import duty if the board so 
chooses. They can base the equalization fee on " the unit of 
value." That is interesting, too. This thing is not a tax but 
it is an ad valorem duty on import , and an ad valorem duty 
on imports is a device that I have never been able to understand 
to be simply a regulation of interstate commerce. They have 
to leave in that unit-of-value provision because some tobacco 
sells for a few cent a pound and some for a dollar or two, so 
the equalization fee on tobacco has to be on a value basis. 
That is one thing that ha never been stres ed very much. All 
of that, gentlemen, adds to the unconstitutionality of the bill. 
We are attempting to delegate to a board the power to put an 
import duty on cotton wllen Congress has put no duty on it. 
We have delegated to the President the right to change rates ou 
definite schedules, on definite facts, but we have npt delegated 
to the President the right to say that cotton should have a 
tariff or should not. 

Now, gentlemen, the basis of the fee is an estimate, an esti
mate of probable losses, costs, and charges, under the marketing 
agreement. As I said before, that mu t mean price fixing 
before the fee is fixed-price fixing at lea t as to that part of 
the price that is embraced in the margin above the world price 
at which the commodity is going to sell. That much of the 
price has got to be fixed. 

Mr. DOWELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\fr. FORT. Yes; for a question. 
l\fr. DOWELL. Is not that true also of the tariff? 
l\fr. FORT. No. 
l\fr. DOWELL. Does it not do identically the same thing? 
l\1r. FORT. That is a second question, but I do not think 

it does. The tariff does this, if the gentleman please : The 
tariff says to the American manufactur r or producer, "As long 
as you produce what is needed at home we will not let foreign 
stuff come in to compete with you . unless it pays a duty equal 
to the amount by which your cost of produdion is above its 
cost of production." It does not say to the American manufac
turer of automobile , or whatever you plea e, "If you make 
four times as much as we need in America, we w·ill guarantee 
you a price equal to the difference in the cost of production 
here and abroad." 

Mr. DOWELL. But does it not by the act it. elf have a 
tendency to fix the price at a higher rate? Is not that why we 
adopt the policy of the tariff? 

Mr. FORT. If it does, if the gentleman pleases, then the 
tariff must be effective on these agricultural commoditie on 
which we are now saying we have got to make it effective. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New JeL'Sey has con
sumed one hofi!. 
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Mr. FORT. I am going to have to take a few minutes more. 

Now, one other thing about this bill. We have been told in the 
past that this is a scheme, as it were, to " prime the pump " 
with money fl·om the Treasury, and in the past that may have 
been true, because in the past the equalization fee estimate had 
to include enough to take care of the advances needed to carry 
the product as well as the probable losses, costs, and charges. 
This :rear the equalization fee pays no attention to advances. 
That word is out, so that this is a permanent Government 
financing scheme. Year after year and year after year, the 
advances must be renewed; and if the group which is carrying 
cotton ·till has $100,000,000 of Government money and too much 
cotton to put on the world market, the next year there will have 
to be a second advance of another $100,000,000 for that year's 
crop. Last year's bill and previous bills have required an esti
mate of the advances and provided for repaying them out of 
the fee so that eventually it was a self-financing operation. 
What i~ the difference between that and the loan provisions? 
Under the loan provisions it is provided that the Treasury, out 
of the revolving fund, 6hall make advances to stabilize the crops 
of the farmers of America-the identical advances that the 
equalization-fee proponents expect the Treasury to make under 
their plan-but we do not ask the farmer to pay an equali
zation fee to get the loan. 

In both proposals, unless the operation is profitable, the 
Trea ury eventually stands the loss. There is nothing in this 
bill that permits the board, if they have made a low estimate 
one year, to put on a bigger fee the next year and repay the 
loss of the previous year's operation. Each operation, each 
equalization fee, stands on its own feet. Under the equaliza
tion-fee plan there is a los ; it is paid by the Treasury if they 
undere timate. 

Under the loan provision, if they unwisely operate and have 
a loss it is paid by the Treasury. They say they want this 
thing 'financed by the farmers' money out of the equalization 
fee. They object to the loan plan because they say it is a 
sub. idy. It is the same thing under their own proposal. In 
neither case will the TreasUry be repaid unless profits are made. 

The stabilization-fund provision is immaterial, except as it 
depends on the other two. 

The insurance provision, as presented to our committee by 
the very distinguished and able gentleman from Mississippi 
who appeared before us, had in it possibilities of great value, 
particularly to cotton. As drawn and put in the bill, differing, 
as it does, radically from their own proposal, it is an unwork
able thing. 

Insurance happens to be my busine s, gentlemen of the House, 
and this proposal is that the Government shall issue a policy 
guaranteeing a cooperative association that the price at which 
in its uncontrolled judgment it sells the commodity, will not be 
Jess than the price at which it received the commodity from 
its membei'S. 

We can insure, and I would support a proposal to insure, 
for an adequate premium, a cooperative association that the 
price avemge on the markets of the world for the eight-months' 
period from January 1 to August 31 would not be less than 
the average price that had prevailed August 31 to December 
31 preceding. You can calculate a premium on that. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 

. Mr. KETCHAM. Is not that the identical provision in the 
export debenture bill? 

Mr. FORT. I think it is. That bill, like this, bas had 
several drafts. 

Now, gentlemen, this is the premium insurance feature. I 
am perfectly willing to support a fair premium insurance plan. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Would the insurance feature elimi
nate the necessity of hedging, as we know that term? 

Mr. FORT. I do not think it would eliminate it, but it would 
supplement it. 

Then they have stuck in a nonpremium insurance. This is 
something I do not claim to know anything about, and I do not 
know any other insurance man who does, if be can help it, 
except as be fails to collect sometimes ; but nonpremium insur
ance means that the identical kind of policy I have described is 
going to be issued to the same cooperative association if the 
board thinks by doing it they will stabilize the price. and . the 
Jo es are going to be paid out of the equalization fees contri~ 
uted by all producers. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Of all commodities? 
Mr. FORT. No; of cotton or of wheat, for example. 
Now, what is this? This is a straight ~nimum-price guar

antee to an individual cooperative at the expense of all the 
producers. Tbat is all it is. It is a gua1·antee to them that 
they will be able to sell the product-not only be able to, 
but ''ill succeed in selling the product for more Q!.an it was 

worth when their members delivered it to them ; and if they 
do not do it, then all producers of cotton contribute to pay 
their unfortunate loss. 

If the average price when they took the cotton from their 
members on the markets of the world was 18 cents, and cotton 
went to 35 cents in the next seven months, but they played for 
40 cent~ and ·missed their market, and the market broke, and 
they finally sold out for 17 cents, then the Government pays 
them that loss of a cent a pound out of the equalization fees 
paid by all producers. 

If there was e'Ver in the history of American legislation a 
beads-1-win, tails-you-lose proposition, that is it. 

There could be a properly drawn insurance clause put in 
which would be effective and which would work. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. l\IcKEOWN. Have they any way by which they can 

force the cooperative to sell when the price goes up? 
l\Ir. FORT. None whatever ; not only that, but they have 

another little joker tucked in here somewhere that is not in 
the insurance provision, but the marketing-agreement provision, 
which would permit the Government to assume also the cost of 
carrying the cotton so that they would not even be coinsurers 
to t~ extent of the carrying charges. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield for one 
question? 

Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. Is the nonpremium insurance any 

more price fixing than the equalization fee? 
l\lr. FORT. No. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. Because the one involves the other. 
Mr. FORT. Absolutely; except it is p1ice fixing for the 

benefit of individual cooperatives. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. And may I add it is only price fixing 

in case there is an equalization fee? 
Mr. FORT. Only ; so that somebody else pays the loss. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. But all get the benefit of it. 
Mr. FORT. No. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. That is the language of the bill. 
Mr. FORT. If the board thinks it will do some good for the 

others. 
l\Ir. WHITTINGTON. Of course, somebody has got to think. 
Mr. FORT. It may do some good for the others, but it may 

cost them more than it does them good. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Will the gentleman yield for just one 

question on the insurance proposition? 
Mr. FORT. I am sorry I can not yield. 
Now, gentlemen, we have a loan provision, in which we have 

a complete piece of legislation; but we have tacked onto it 
sections 9 to 11, which are hopelessly impossible of economic use, 
and section 12, the insurance clause, that, in its present form, 
is as hopeless as the rest. 

We have a bill that we know can not become a law in 1928. 
We have a situation where agriculture needs relief. We.. are 
told that if we do not adop-t the equalization-fee plan American 
agriculture is ruined. A gentleman on my ide of the aisle 
who-1 think to his deep regret-feels compelled to vote for 
this bill, stated to·me the other day that if the future of Ameri
can agriculture depends upon the equalization-fee plan of farm 
relief, it i banging on a very slender thread. If, gentlemen of 
the House, we can do nothing for agriculture unless we adopt 
a plan that we know to be unsound, that the majority of us 
believe to be unconstitutional, that all of us know will not 
become a law-if that is all we can do for American agriculture, 
then debate might as well end right here and now and let 
us go about doing some business of real service to the Nation. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield? The gen
tleman from Tennessee asked a question, and the gentleman 
said tllat the small, independent farmer not a member of the 
cooperative association would be liable for the equalization 
fee and would not share in the benefits. 

?tlr. FORT. That is absolutely sound. If the plan works 
at all, it would raise .the general price level, but, under the 
insurance feature, he would get no benefit. 
• Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORT. I will. 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman from New 

.Jersey d.id not state that the individual would get no benefit 
whatever, but he stated the benefit of the nonmember of tbe 
cooperative would not equal the benefit of the member of 
the cooperativ'es although he paid the same equalization fee. 

Mr. WOODRUM. I asked the .gentleman to elaborate on that. 
Mr. FORT. Yes; I think I have done that running through, 

and I really do not want to consume more time of the House. 
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The-~re i , however, another matter I want to bring to your at
tention. 

The consumers of the country are in a majority and becoming 
increa ingly in a majority. It does not seem to me that the 
farmers of America want to put their heads through a · noose 
which can be pulled by the commmers. I have been told by 
gentlemen then on the Appropriations Committee that in this 
Congress in 1919 and 1920 for three month they held hearings 
where the consumers were demanding appropriations to re-duce 
the cost of living, and that they granted them. 'With the 
increasing proportion of con umers to producers, does the 
farmer want to turn his entire business over to the control 
of the Government? 

One other thing it does in line with what the gentleman from 
Tennessee asked · me. Doctor Kilgore, l\Ir. Bledsoe, and Mr. 
Stone, who appeare-d before us, advocate-d the equalization fee. 
'Vhy? Because they said it was unfair that the cooperative 
associations should handle the crop for the benefit of all pro
ducers and all producers not pay ; that they wanted to make 
the noncooperatives pay the cost of operation. There in a 
nutshell is the whole animus back of the insistence for the 
equalization fee. . 

Until this year the bill has called for a board organized by 
methods which have been described as paralleling those of the 
soviet. This year that is not true. But still as we sit 'here 
to-dav to consider this piece of legislation the impelling motive 
in the minds of those men who have been its fathers and who 
are to-day its chief advocates is to force all American agri
culture into one big union, to make the strong carry the weak, 
to make the efficient farmer contribute his bit toward the 
price cf the inefficient. This Nation is not yet ready for that 
typ? of legi lation. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DICKINSON], who is recog
nized here as the leading proponent of this bill, has said that 
it i · parallel to the legislative check-off, to the syste-m by which 
the laborer is required by legislation to pay dues to the union 
out of every pay-roll envelope, whether he wants to belong or 
not. It is a complete parallel, in my humble belief. 

The measure I favor helps the farmer organize his own 
business; offers him the financial assistance he needs to do it 
and can become a law this year. The measure the majority 
of the committee favors transfers the control of his industry 
to the Government and eventually to the consumer ; puts the 
Government in bu iness; fixes the price of the fruits of his 
toil ; makes him pay the cost of the whole operation, including 
profits to the packers and millers; gives to the members of the 
cooperative associations benefits at the cost of the nonmember; 
is unconstitutional and can not become a law. We offer the 
farmer relief; they use his necessity as a political plaything. 

The question that is before you and all of us to-day is whether 
this Congress has the courage-as I know it has the wisdom
to refuse to be led into unsound and uneconomic paths-to 
r fu ·e to give to the American farmer who needs relief de
pendence upon the Government-but to give l_lim instead the 
help, the assistance, and the money of the Umted States that 
he may lift him elf into that position of pride and inaependence 
in the indu.;;try of the world that he has traditionally occupied. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, my district is wholly agricul
tural· to be sure we have in this district the largest farm
imple~ent factories in the country, as well as many other in
dustries and the usual number of merchants, banks, and .other 
actiYities which go to make up the bUBiness of a middle
western community ; but the foundation or superstructure of 
them all is agriculture. 

The merchants, bankers, manufacturers, labor, indeed, our 
whole pe-ople, have suffered with the farmers the burden of 
the great agricultural depression and they ~ill fully recover 
from the effects of this depression only as agnculture recovers. 
The right foundation is essential t~ an.y struc~re. . 

Our industries, not only in my distnct but m the whole Mid
dle west are but vast commissaries built on service for and to 
the greatest of all agricultural sections-the Mississippi Valley. 
The eastern industrialists, although more remotely interested, 
are as certainly dependent upon the prosperity and stabil!,!Y in 
government of this great section as are the pe?ple in m~ own 
district. The question therefore becomes a natwnal one m th~ 
deepest sense. 

Red uprising rarely occurs in agricultural districts where 
pe-ople live in the open and comrmme with nature, but they 
oc-cur in unhealthy and crowded industrial centers, where peo
ple are unable to think clearly and readily become the victims 
of unsound doctrines and teachings. 

It is not my purpose in the limited time at my command to 
undertake to trace the history or the ups and downs of this 
legislation. I will leave that to others. I will say, however, 

that the original idea underlying all of this legislation wat . 
born in my State; yes, I may say, in my district. My State in 
its recent primaries spoke its ~pproval of the purposes sought 
by this legislation in a manner which startled the Nation, if 
not, indeed, the whole world. 

The underlying idea of this legislation is "justice," just com- · 
mon justice. An opportunity, if you please, for the farmers 
of America by their own efforts and at their own expense to . 
acquire for themselYes an American standard of living. To 
deny them this legislation with the equalization fee is equiva
lent to denying them a place in our protective system, and to 
say that farmers alone of all our major groups are to be com
pelled to accept standards of the rest of the world while other 
major groups-industry and labor-are to enjoy American 
standards. · 

Any Member of this House, any Executive, yes, and citize-n 
of the United States, who ta)res such a position, after under
standing these underlying principles, is assuming a grave re- · 
sponsibility, indeed, and one which can not be sustained in a 
nation built upon the foundation of justice after throwing off 
tyranny. 

I shall vote for the measure before the House, and I hope 
every Member of this House will Yote for it; in particular I 
appeal for roupport from my friends from New England and 
the East who have been so generously treated at the hands of 
the National Government. 

1\lr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to 
myself. I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks in th~ 
RECono and in the extension insert the names of the farm 
organizations of the United States that have expressed them
selves in favor of the pending bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. I there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. . Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 

committee, I am sure there has not been in my service in this 
HousE>, and I doubt very seriously whe-ther the-re has been in the 
service of the oldest Member in service here, a more important 
proposition which has confronted the Ame.rican Congress than 
the agricultural problem to-day. The Agricultural Committee 
of the House sa1: for weeks and weeks and held hearings, both 
pro and con, upon practically every leading idea to help the 
American farmer. That there is an agricultural problem in this 
country, of course, no one will dispute. I think there · are very 
gocd reasons why there is such a deplorable agricultural situa
tion in the country. I heartily agree with the able gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT] that the main cau e of the de
plorable condition of agriculture in this country is politics. I 
think it has been brought about by the Republican Party in
sisting on certain discriminatory legislation which has almost 
put agriculture iuto bankruptcy and with the creeping paralysis 
of to-day. They have always insisted on a high protective 
tariff for the beuefit of the manufacturers in this country, and 
in the face of the fact that every financial panic which this 
cotmtry has ever witnessed has come under a high protective 
Republican tariff bilL The panic of 1873 came when the Mor
rill law, a high protective tariff act, was on the statute books. 
The panic of 1893 came when the 1\lcKinley law, a high protec
tive law, was on the statute books. The panic of 1!)07 came 
when the Dingley law, a similar law, was on the statute books. 
The Republican Party came into power on . the 4th of March, 
1921, under the Underwood Tariff Act, a Democratic measure, 
and for eight yEars preceding the 4th of 1\:Iarch, 1921, and under 
a Democratic administration, was · the most prosperous times 
the American farmer has ever enjoyed. 

Mr. SCHAFER. l\fr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KINCHELOE. No. Not now. I am going to try to 

give some information to thi House. [Laughter.] During 
those eight years of Woodrow Wilson's a,dministration the pur
chasing p-ower of the farmers' dollar averaged $1.04. 4 cents 
above par. What it is to-day under the Fordney-McCumber 
Tariff Act, and what has it been for six years under a Republi
can administration? About 70 cents. What has happened? 
What has the farmer to do in order to surviYe, if he survives at 
all. He has to take his 70-cent dollar that he receives for his 
products and match it against the 100-cent dollar of the manu
facture every time he buys a dollar's wo~th of manufact~ed 
products for himself and his family and his farm. Everythmg 
he sells in a world market. The price is not fixed in thi coun
try; it is fixed in the world market, by reason of the surplus he 
raises. Everything he buys, the price is fixed in a protected 
market under a Republican tariff act. As a result, over 700,000 
farmers in the United States in the last five years, under this 
Republican administration, have gone into bankru~tc.y. That 
means a population of over two and a quarter m1lhon men, 
women, and children, who were happy, prosperou , and co~
tented; living on the farms of this Nation under Woodrow Wil-
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son's administration, bave lost their homes and have gone into 
the cities and other congested parts of the United States in 
order to make a living. 

The market value of the farm lands in this country on tbe 
4th of March, 1921, was $79,000,000,000, and that after the 
deflation period, too. What is it to-day? Only $59,000,000,000. 
The mar!ret value of the farms of the country is $20,000,000,000 
less than on the 4th of March, 1921. That sum of money repre
sent more than the value of all of the railroads and rolling 
stock in the United States. That is what the farmer has lost. 
Certainly, he is in a bad condition. Not only that, but the other 
nations of the world are passing or going to pass retaliatory 
measures to protect themselves against this high protective 
tariff of the United States. 

I want to read to you two short statements that appeared 
within the last 10 days. Speaking before the convention of the 
National Foreign Trade Council, Mr. Eugene P. Thomas, presi
dent of the United States Steel Products Co., declared that-

Our exports must be increased in every possible way up to the point 
where we do not invite reprisals from our foreign competitors. 

Another organization speaks also. The National Automobile 
Chamber of Commerce says : 

The greatest obstacle confronting American exporters of automobiles 
is the tariff wall being built up abroad in retaliation because of the high 
duties on foreign automobiles imported into the United States. 

If I had my way about it I would not try to relieve the 
American farmer by the methods set out in this bill or any other 
farm bill which has been proposed before the Committee on 
Agricul~ure at this session. I would go back and do it in the 
Democratic way, as we always have done it, and I am not a 
free trader, nor has the Democratic Party ever declared for 
free trade. I would reduce some of these prohibitive tariff 
rates on steel, aluminum, cotton goods, woolen goods and tex
tiles, and many other articles. By doing that the purchasing 
power of the farmers' dollar would increase. I would reduce 
the tariff so that the European manufacturer could ship his 
products over here and sell them in competition with the home 
manufacturers. If he did that, then the American farmer could 
buy the manufactured products that he needs cheaper. If he 
could buy them cheaper, he would buy more; if be could buy 
more there would be more manufactured; and if more were 
manufactured there would be more labor employed in this 
country, and you would not have 4,000,000 men under alleged 
prosperity walking the streets and the highways of this country 
looking for a job, like they are to-day. And yet, if you read the 
Washington Post, the Wall Street Journal, the Literary Digest, 
and other papers of their kind, you would conclude that we 
have great prosperity in this country under this Republican 
administration. The manufacturers protected by these prohibi
tive tariff rates are prospero.us, all to the detriment and suffer
ing of millions of laborers, including thousands of American 
farmers and their families. 

As I say, I would reduce the prohibitive tariff on this stuff, 
and then when these European manufacturers brought their 
products over here and sold them and got American money for 
their products they could take that money and buy the surplus 
products of the American farmer and ship them back to 
Europe; and our foreign trade would be greater, and the sur
plus agricultural problem would thereby be greatly solved. 

· I would also reduce the freight rates on agricultural products 
in this country, so that the farmer could get them to the market 
cheaper. The American farmer to-day is getting about pre-war 
prices for his products, but if he has to buy manufactured prod
ucts he pays higher prices than he did during the war. Con
sequently he gets hurt at both ends of the transaction and 
con equently is broke: ~ 

But I understand full well that this remedy can not be ap
plied for the relief of the American farmer under this Repub
lican administration. I remember when this Republican ad
ministration passed the emergency tariff act for farm products. 
Everybody knows who knows anything that it is an economic 
fallacy to put a tariff on any agricultural product where there 
is a surplus of that product produced in this country. How is 
it going to benefit the American farmer espedally when he raises 
a surplus so large that the price here is controlling in a world's 
market? You have now come to- the point where it is clearly 
demonstrated that tariff on farm products is a fallacy, and this 
legislation is trying to make it effective. If the American 
farmer could buy the manufactured products that he has to use 
for himself and his family and farm as he did before the war, 
lle woul<l be in better shape than lle is in now. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
Mr. WOODRUM. The gentleman admits that sound Demo

CI'atic principles can not be put into effect under a Republican 

administration. Does the gentleman contend that the equaliza
tion fee under the McNary-Haugen plan can be put into effect 
successfully under the present administration? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. If the President vetoes the bill it is 
within the power of Congress by a two-thirds vote to override 
the veto. If tile Congress does not override his veto, that is the 
responsibility of the Members of Congress. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes; I will take a chance. [Laughter.] 
Mr. SCHAFER. If the pending bill should not be enacted 

into law it will not be entirely due to the Republican adminis
tration or _Republican membership of the Ilou e, because the 
Democrats are as much divided on the proposition as the 
Republicans are. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. That may be. If the President vetoes 
the bill, I am wondering whether the gentleman from Wisconsin 
is going to walk the plank and vote to sustain the President's 
veto . 
. Mr. SCHAFER. The gentleman is going to sustain his posi

tion better than the gentleman who is speaking has done. 
. Mr. ~NCHELOE. I~ the gentleman from Kentucky thought 

his position on any public matter was indorsed and approved by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin he would be suspicious about his 
own position. 

Now, I want to talk about this bill a little and see what it 
provides. The bill creates a farm board one from each loan 
bank district, appointed by the President 'and confu·med by the 
Senate. That is the farm board. They shall draw a salary of 
$10,000 each. 

The bill .also provides for a commodity council of seven mem
bers for each commodity. The members of the commodity 
councils shall be selected by the farm loan board from the farm 
orga;nizations of the country. I do not want to discuss that 
particularly now, but I want to say in that particular that this 
bill is not as good as last year's bill was. Under this bill the 
board h~s plenary power to declare an equalization fee on any 
commodity over the protest of the commodity council supposed 
to repr~ent that commodity and every farmer raising the 
commod,Ity. 

1\:lr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Has not the gentleman an amend

ment that will be offered to that section that will remedy that 
defect? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Ye'"'. I am going to offer it, and hope 
every Member who is a real friend of this bill will support it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I notice that only three members 
of this board are to be from cotton districts, and those three 
would be in a hopeless minority as to the equalization fe.e 
whereas last year's bill provided otherwise. ' 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. That is true. 
l\fr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
Mr. WILLIAl\fSON. I am very much interes.ted in what the 

gentleman is saying with reference to the commodity councils 
but I am afraid that the insertion of such a provision would 
result in making the bill unconstitutional, inasmuch as it would 
be delegating the veto power to the board, which is not ap
pointed by the President. 

1\fr. KINCHELOE. Oh, a man who does not favor a thing 
always claims that it is unconstitutional. I used to think that 
the flexible provision of the_ tariff bill was unconstitutional and 
still think so, but the Supreme Court the other day unani
mously decided that the Congress bad the right to delegate · to 
the President its power to raise and lower tariff duties . . 

Mr~ 'VILLIAMSON. This is different. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. The tariff provision provides for 

tariff on certain products. This section provides for the farm 
loan board and the commodity council. I am frank to say that 
unless this amendment goes in the commodity council is use
less and will not amount to anything. Then it pro\ides for 
the loan feature, called the revolving fund, of $400,000,000 to 
this farm board, to be used in three ways, which I am going 
to discuss now. If the loan is not effective, then it provides 
for the levying of an equalization fee. 

Now, section 5 of this bill provides for three kinds of loans 
to cooperative marketing associations or corporations formed 
by cooperators. 

First, in assisting cooperative associations in controlling a 
seasonal or a year's total surplus, produced in the United 
States and either local or national in extent, that is in excess 
of the requirements for the orderly marketing of - any agri
cultural commodity or in excess of the domestic requirements 
for such commodity. In other words, it can loan to the co-
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operative a~sociations on that commodity, or a corporation 
created by 1t, for the pm·pose of either taking the surplus off 
of the market and.. selling it in the world's market and taking 
the lo s, or for the purpo e of holding it in order to feed it 
through orderly channels into the domestic market to cover the 
lean years, because with agricultural commodities you are 
going to have gluts and lean years; the season controls those 
things and no human being bas any control over it at all. 
That is one of the loans it is going to make, and it can loan 
the whole $400,000,000 if it wants to. In order to make these 
cooperative associations, or corporations created under them, 
strong enough to handle these commodities, loans are to be 
mad e for two other purpose-s, which I ~m going to get to. 

People say that the solution of the agricultural problem is 
the cooperat ive marketing association. Why, certainly, if it 
could be 100 per cent that would be so, but a cooperative mar
keting association formed to handle farm products has no capi
tal except its products. It has not a dollar except the loans 
it can procure on its commodities. Therefore it can not borrow 
100 per cent of the value of those commodities, because nobody 
would loan that much to them. What is the result of that? 
The man who belongs to a cooperative association, when he de
livers his stuff to the cooperative association, only gets about 
60 or 65 per cent of his money down, while the fellow on the 
outside who is not a member of that cooperative association, and 
is raising products in competition with the man who is in, not 
only gets the benefit of the increase in the price of the product 
by reason of the cooperative marketing association, but he gets 
all of his money down. And that is what has broken down 
practically every coopeTative marketing association in this coun
try. I do not believe you are going to build any more cooper
atiYe associations in this country unless you have some financial 
agency which will be able to furnish enough capital to pay the 
farmer "\Yho belongs to the cooperative association all of his 
money down the day he delivers his commodity to the cooper
ative marketing association, and the first loan provisions in sec
tion 5 of the bill provides for that. 

The second provision is for the purpose of developing con
tinuity of cooperative services from the point of production to 
and including the point of terminal marketing if necessary. 

Where that can be don·e you can cut out to a great extent 
the middleman and you can market the commodities direct 
from the producer to the consumer to a large extent, and 
therefore prevent the spread that has always militated against 
the farmers of this country as well as the con~umer . This 
loan i to be used, first, for working capital for the cooperative 
association or corporation created and controlled by one or 
more cooperative associations or, second, for assistin" the co
operative association or corporation created and controlled bv 
one or more cooperative associations in the acqui::.1tion by 
purchase, construction, or otherwise of facilities and equip
ment, including terminal marketing facilities, for the preparing, 
handling, storing, processing, or sale or other disposition of 
agricultural commodities. It is provided that a loan of not 
exceeding $25,000,000 out of the $400,000,000 revolying fund 
shall be used for that purpose. 
- Mt·. :McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
Mr. :McKEO\VN. Is not the cooperative hampered on ac

count of liens on its property and because its members c-an 
not sell to the extent of 100 per cent because the banks will not 
aliow them to do so'? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I do not think the cooperatiYe associa
tions in my State bad any trouble in getting credit, but they 
can not get credit up to 100 per cent. 

l\Ir. ·1\IcKEOWN. I refer to a man who has a loan from a 
bank, and when he goes to sell to his cooperative organization 
he can not get 100 per cent because the bank will not allow 
him to sell. 

:Mr. KINCHELOE. Why, absolutely. The third purpose is 
for furnishing funds to the cooperative associations or cor
poration created and controlled by one or more cooperative 
associntions for necessary expenditures in federating con oil
dating, merging, or extending the membership of co~perative 
associations or corporations created and controlled by one or 
more cooperative associations, and they can borrow a maxi
mum of $2,000,000 for that. You must have these last two 
loan provisions if you are to build up cooperative as ociations 
in this country or corporations created under them that will 
be able to handle these products so they will be strong and 
able to handle the business. 

Now, before the board can levy the equalization fee they 
have got to resort to this loan provision, with a revolving fund 
of $400,000,000, and yet gentlemen who have spoken against 
this bill say that this is uneconomic and un ound and it will 
not work, but even the gentleman from New Jersey a while 

ago. adJ?itted that if. you eliminate section 9 and section 10, 
which IS the marketmg agreement and the equalization fee 
the bill is all ri,.,.ht and will do the job. ' 
. If the opponents wo?ld support the bill with the equaliza

tion fee an~ t~e marketmg-agreement provisions eliminated, a nd 
as they claim .1t ~ould work, then this board will never have to 
levy. the equalizatiOn fee on any commodity. I will tell you what 
I ~lnnk about it. I think that a board of 12 outstandina men of 
th:Is countr~, who have the interests of agriculture at h~art, and 
Wlth a ca.phal of $~00,0~0,000 behi~d them as a revolving fund, 
can manipulate th1s Without levymg the equalization fee on 
any commodity. 

l\Ir. GILBERT. But the gentleman from New Jersey said 
that they w~u!d be required to levy the equalization fee on 
four commo<htles under the provi ions of the bill. 

Mr .. KINCH.ELOE. I am going to get to that a little later, 
~ut Will. say r 1ght now that is not true, and no one can read it 
m the bill. 

Mr. KETCIIAl\1. Will the gentleman yield -for one question? 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
Mr. KETC.HAM. While I agree with the statement the gen

t~eman has JUst made, does he think the cooperative a socia
tlons would take advantage of the revolving fund when it 
would cos~ them 4 per cent interest and when it would cost 
them nothmg to use the equalization fee? 

Ir. KIN HELOE. But if they borrowed this money for the 
purpose of taking off the surplu:; and handling it they would 
have to resort to this $400,000,000, because nobody could touch 
that, and you could not get any other agency to do that. 

l\Ir. KETCHAM. But the gentleman is making the argu
ment, as I understand it, that those of us who rather fear the 
working of it ought to accept the equalization fee because we 
would neYer get to the equalization fee. l\ly point is there 
~ever would be any chance for them to u e the equalizatio~ fee. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. That is my point, too; and these gen
tlemen who have spoken against the bill say the bill is all 
r!ght. if. Y<;m v?U eliminate the equalization fee. My conten
tion lS, 1f 1t will work, then we will never get to the equaliza
tion fee, and the gentlemen ought not to be unduly alarmed. 

1\lr. KETCHAM. I think I inadvertently said the loan 
feature rather than the equalization-fee provision. 

1\fr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
Mr. ~URNELL. In that connection, does not the gentleman 

also thlllk that a board appointed by a President who is not 
friendly to the principle of the equalization fee will be com
po ·ed of men who will not be seeking an opportunity to put into 
force the equalization fee? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I think it would be the last thinu to 
which they :would resort, and, in IpY judgment, when you take 
12 outstanding men, one from each land-bank district of this 
country, with $400,000,000 as a revolving fund, I believe they 
would call in the grain-exchange people and would call in the 
brokers and these other people who operate between the con
sumer and the producer and say to them, "We do not propose 
to hurt your bu iness. We want you to make a fair profit, 
but we have got a capital of $400,000,000 as a revolving fund 
here with which we propose to nse to see that the American 
farmer gets a living price for his products, and if you cross us 
and interfere with om· plans you will take the consequences." 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will my fdend yield for a que. tion? 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
l\Ir. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman expresses great 

confidence that if the bill should be pas~ed the board would not 
be required to resort to the use of the equalization fee. If the 
gentleman has this confidence, why not pass the bill without 
the equalization fee, and then in the event it should conceiv
ably happeri that tbe bill as passed is found unworkable and 
the equalization f~e nece sary, then supplement the legislation? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Because it turned out this revolving 
fund is not sufficient I would not want to wait on Congt.·e s 
to act and have the farmers go further into bankruptcy, becau e 
if they did not act any quicker in amending this bill than 
they have in enncting it all of the farmers would be in bank
ruptcy before they got the equalization-fee amendment to the 
bill. 

l\fr. WHITTINGTON. And if the gentleman will permit, is 
not that ubstantially what is in this bill? You try out the 
loan feature before invoking the equalization-fee provision. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes ; you have to try out the loan feature 
fir~ t. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I s it not also true you have got to 
charge the cooperatives with bad faith before you ever invoke 
the equalization fee under the terms of the bill. 
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Mr. KINCHELOE. The cooperatives with these loans of 

$25,000,000 for the purpose of creating facilitie and $~,000,000 
for the purpose of a campaign to get as many farmers mto the 
cooperatives as possible are going to do their best to handle 
the surplus without the imposition of any equalization fee 
at all. 

But they say it is price fixing and they say a lobby is here 
in Washington in favor of it. 

What else is the protective tariff proposition except price 
fixing? I remember a few days before the McNary-Haugen bill 
was vetoed by the President, exercising his powers under the 
flexible provision of the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act, he in
creased the tariff on pig iron from 75 cents to $1.12% per ton 
and in two weeks' time the price of pig n·on increased in value 
50 cents a ton. Of course, it is not price :fixing when you touch 
the tariff, but it is when you touch the products of the farmer. 

I got these statistics this morning and under the flexible pro
visions of the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act the President has 
exercised this power to raise the tariff twenty times since the 
Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act has been on the statute books, and 
has lowered the tariff only five times. 

I want to · show you how much benefit it ·has been to the 
American farmer to lower the tariff on these five articles. The 
fir t one on which the tariff was lowered was mill feed and bran. 
The President lowered the tariff on that. The second one was 
bobwhite quail. [Laughter.] Everybody will concede this was 
a great thing to help the American farmer. The third was 
paintbrush handles, and the only reason the tariff was lowered 
on paintbrush handles and the only contention made was that 
the manufacturer of the paintbrush handles lived in the United 
States and got his handles from Canada, and consequently 
wanted a little lower tariff on his handles so he could get them 
in here and make a little more profit on them. The next one 
was cresylic acid, and the last one was phenol, which is car
bolic acid. 

These are the wonderful accomplishments in the lowering of 
the tariff which the President has exercised, and yet he has 
rai ed the tariff for the benefit of the manufacturers of this 
country 20 different times since there has been this law. 

Now, I want to get back to the loan provision. If the loan 
provision is not successful, then they go into what is called a 
marketing Jlgreement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has consumed 30 minutes. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 15 minutes 

more. 
If this fails, then the board goes into a marketing agreement, 

and they have to find three things before they can levy an 
equalizatjon fee. First, that there is or may be during the 
ensuing year a seasonal or year's total surplus national in 
extent in the United States that is in excess of the requirements 
for orderly marketing of any commodity or in excess of the 
dome tic requirements for the commodities ; second, and he1·e 
is what I want to call special attention to because the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT] elaborated on it, that the 
operation provision of section 5, which is the loan provision, 
will not be effective to control such surpluses because of the 
inability or the unwillingness of the cooperative association en
gaged in handling the commodity or the corporation created by 
it to control the surplus with the assistance of such loans. 

If it finds out after it has probably spent this $25,000,000 in 
loans trying to equip the cooperatives, or corporations created 
by it, is the proper way to handle the surplus, it has prob
ably spent the $2,000,000 in trying to conduct a campaign 
to bring as many American farmers into the cooperatives as 
pDs ible. In other words. if the cooperative association, or 
corporations created by it, have made an honest effort to handle 
the surplus products under the loan provision and has failed, 
when they find that fact and the further fact that the durability, 
the conditions of preparing, processing, and preserving, and the 
method of marketing of the commodity are such that the com
modity is adapted to marketing as authorized by this section, 
then the board can levy an equalization fee. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. KINCHELOE. Certainly. 
Mr. McKEOWN. If the cooperative marketing associations 

are willing and able, they can never declare the equalization fee. 
1\Ir. KINCHELOE. No ; if they are able and willing to do it, 

there will be no equalization fee at all under this bill ; but as I 
say when they find that the preparing and processing methods 
are uch that the commodity is authorized, then they declare 
the equalization fee. They say that is unconstitutional. I do 
not know whether it is constitutional or not. I do not think 
anybody knows, because we are sailing on an uncharted sea in 
this legislation. The purpose of the fee is to make 100 per 
cent the cooperatives in this country, and it will make every man 

bear his proportion of the expense in proportion to the benefit::> 
be receives. 

There is nothing new about that. I remember when the 
Federal reserve act was before Congress, statements came from 
every nook and corner of the country and in Congress that it 
was unconstitutional-that they bad no power to require 
national banks to go into the scheme and subscribe 6 per cent 
of their capita! stock to the Federal reserve bank. But the 
bill was passed, and it became the law, and the banks did go 
in, and they are now all in. It has never been declared uncon
stitutional, and everybody agrees that it is the greatest piece 
of legislation on the statute books in the United States to-day. 

I remember when they passed the Esch-Cummins railroad 
bill that they said that you could not give the Interstate Com
merce Commission the power to fix rates on railroads and com
pel the railroads to contribute--that you could not compel the 
big ones to contribute for the benefit of the little ones. Yet 
it went in and is on the statute books to-day and everybody 
agrees that we have the most highly efficient railroad system as 
in any country in the world. It follows, that when you increase 
the pric~ of a commOdity you increase the production. If they 
do, there are two recourses. If the equalization fee is in opera
tion, the more they produce the bigger the equalization fee will 
be, and that fact will be brought home to every farmer that 
raises that commodity. · 

Another section under the loan provision provides that after 
the board gives out the facts and about how much ought to be 
raised, if the farmer disregards that and raises an amount in 
excess of that raised in the preceding five-year average period 
the board may withhold the loans. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Does that notice come to the farmer before 
planting time? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes; he receives these estimates before 
he plants his crop. 

1\Ir. McKEOWN. But suppose they do plant more? 
Mr. KINCHELOE. If they plant more and raise more, the 

loan may be withheld. On the other hand, if the equalization 
fee operates, the more they raise the greater the equalization 
fee is going to be. I tell you, gentlemen, the time is coming 
in this country when you are not going to keep the red-blooded 
boys and girls on the farm of this Nation under present con
ditions. This farm problem is one which should deeply concern 
those who live in the cities, because the city peo-ple can not 
be prosperous long with a bankrupt agriculture. 

1\Ir. McKEOWN. Does the bill contain the provision that if 
the part is unconstitutional it shall not affect the balance? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. That is in one section of the bill. 
Now gentlemen, I do not want to consume much more time. I 

say . that prosperity can not come as long as you have 30,000,-
000. of "the farm population of this country legislated against 
by discriminatory laws in the way of tariff, and other things 
they have to compete with. This country can never be pros
perous until agriculture prospers. Agriculture is the biggest 
business in America. Agriculture is bigger than the railroads, 
the steel industry, and the automobile industry combined. The 
only thing they are asking for is that the strong arm of the 
Federal Government shall treat them like other industries and 
other things have been treated. 

They say that it is unconstitutional and that nobody wants 
it. I am going to put in the RrooRD the names of every mar
keting and cooperative association that is asking for this bill. 
Every cooperative association in the country, and every farm 
organization except the grange have declared for this bill, but 
the grange has expressed a preference for the debenture plan. 

These organizations feel that this bill with the equalization 
fee in it will give the American farmers the relief so badly 
needed. I am frank to say that I do not know whether it will 
or not, but I have great hopes that it will, and I am so anxious 
to see rehabilitation of agriculture in this country so that the 
men and women on the farms of this Nation may be able to 
enjoy the prosperity of men and women in towns and cities of 
this country and thereby be able to give their children the same 
advantages for education as the children in towns and cities. 
I am going to support this bill and let it be tried. 

The farmers are sincere in advocating this character of 
legislation. This bill has been debated even through the high 
schools throughout the United States. As long as there are dis
criminatory Jaws on the statute books in favor of industry, I 
am going to vote for discriminatory laws on the statute books 
for the benefit of the agricultural interests of the country. 

My friends, the hope and perpetuity of this great Republic 
does not rest on a great standing Navy. Yet during the World 
War we had the greatest Navy that ever sailed the Seven Seas. 
The bope and perpetuity of this great Nation of ours does not 
rest upon a great standing Army, and yet during the World 
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War we mobilized the mightiest army that ever marched be
neath the folds of their country's flag or ever answered to a 
bugle call-with 2,000,000 boys in France and 2,000,000 at home 
ready to go. The hope and perpetuity of this country rest upon 
the happiness and contentment and prosperity around thB 20,-
000,000 firesides of this country without discrimination, and 
when that comes, there will be no trouble about the future of 
thi great counh·y in which we live. I thank you. [Applause.] 

1\lr. Chairman, under unanimous consent granted me I here
with insert the names of the various farm organizations of this 
country who llave indorsed this bill: 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, the Corn Belt Federation of 
Farm Organizations composed of the Missouri Farm Association, the 
National Producers Alliance, the Iowa Farm Union, the Iowa Farm Bu
reau, the Iowa State Grange, the Iowa Threshermen's Association, the 
Ottumwa Iowa Dairy Marketing Association, the Nebraska Farmers 
Union, the Nebraska Fnt·m Bureau, the Kansas Farm Union, the Kansas 
Farm Bureau, the J\finneso1a Farmers Union, the Minnesota !farm Bu
reau, the Minnesota Wheat Growers, the South Dakota Producers Al
liance, the South Dakota Wheat Growers Association, the South Dakota 
Farmers Union, the North Dakota Farmers Union, the North Dakota 
Wheat Growers Association, the Oklahoma Fai:mers Union, the Indiana 
lt'arm Bureau, the Central States Soft Wheat Growers Association, the 
Chicago Milk Producers Association, the Illinois Farmers Union, the 
Wisconsin Cooperative Creamery Association, the Wisconsin Farm Bu
reau, the Equity Cooperative Exchange, the Farmers Union Terminal 
Association, the South St. Paul Farmers Union Livestock Commission 
House, the Chicago Farmers Dni:Qn Livestock Commission House, the 
Sioux City Farmers Union Livestock Commission House, the Kansas 
City Farmers Union Livestock Commission House, the Omaha Farmers 
Union Livestock Commission House, the American Council of Agricul
ture, the Minnesota Council of Agriculture, the Montana Farmers Union, 
the National Corn Growers Association, the Burley Tobacco Association, 
the D :1rk Tobacco Association, the National Fat·mers Union, and the 
American Cotton Growers Exchange. 

1\lr. JONES. l\1r. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, I 
have always supported farm legislation. I have never offered 
an amendment to any of the pending bills that I d1d not think 
would improve the bill~. I have never offered an amendment 
that wM not offered in good faith. I have been on the Com
mittee on Agriculture for a number of years and I have tried 
to study this problem with the hope of getting the best solution. 
It is the easier way to follow along and support the measure 
that has been giYen the approval of certain farm organizations, 
but I believe there is a better remedy, and I would be untrue 
to those I represent and to the interests that the Agricultural 

.... Committee is supposed to represent if I did not follow my 
honest convictions in that regard. 1 

I listened with a great deal of interest to the speech of my 
colleague, .Mr. KINCHELOE, and I agreed with most of those things 
he said about the tariff situation, but the old, old statement 
that there should be a tm·iff for all or a tariff for none is but 
another way of stating that every American citizen should be 
on the same dead level of equality with eYery other American. 
I think Abraham Lincoln it was who said that no nation could 
permanently endure half slave and half free, and it might 
be well added that no nation can permanently prosper with half 
or a certain section of its citizens laboring under the banner 
of protection and charging artifici-ally higher prices than another 
great section is able to pay. 

THE PROBLEU OF Pll.ICJll 

The problem is one of price. If the farmer were on a price 
parity, the other phases of the p1·oblem could be easily solved. 
The cooperatives have faced great difficulties in undm.·taking to 
solve this problem. 

They have been unable to get full results because the coopera-
1,ive has been compelled to carry the noncooperative on its 
snoulders. That is, if the cooperative organization unuertakes 
to buy up the surplus and take it off the market, the increased 
price inures to the benefit of the noncooperative, and that is the 
reason that I do not believe any strictly loan bill can solve this 
problem. It may assist in doing so, but if the noncooperative 
can stay on the out ide and get the value of the increased price, 
why go inside and help pay the bill? That is what any coopera
tive organization is up against to-day. They are pnctically 
forced to carry the load at their own expense and give the out
sider the benefit of it. You can not blame them for not wanting 
to do so. 

BILLS PROVIDING EQUALITY 

Of all the bills--and there have been hundreds of them in
troduced in the Agricultural Committee in the last few years
undertaking to solve that problem, there are, in my judgment, 
but two that do not overlook that f-undamental difficulty. I do 
not believe that any bill can really succeed in full measure that 
overlooks it. There are but two that meet this question squarely, 

and those are the McNary-Haugen bill and the debenture plan. 
They both undertake to establish parity between the fanners 
and indush·y. I do not believe the McNary-Haugen bill will 
establish full equality. It will go a certain distance and there
fore has merit. The theory of both bills is that by lifting the 
surplus the price of the domestic commodity will automatically 
rise to a higher level. Some one asked, How would the de
benture plan accomplish that result? In exactly the same way, 
so far as the raising of the price is concerned. No one who has 
supported the McNary-Haugen bill expects the cooperatives to 
buy all of any commodity. Their only thought is that by levy
ing this equalization fee they will be able to buy enough of the 
commodity to cause the demand to lift the domestic price to 
the higher level. If they undertook to buy tile 800,000,000 
bushels of wheat, it would take a billion dollars or more to do it. 
I do not think it would be necessary. 

I think if they bought a reasonable amount of it a rise 
would automatically come because of the fact that you would 
have the surplus removed. Now, -if by giving an extre premium 
which you can do with only a part of the machinery that i r~ 
quired in the 1\1cNary-H13,ugen bill, you dispose of the surplus, 
you enhance the· price which the cooperative or other exporters 
may pay for the product. It will follow as the night follows the 
day that the domestic price of the commodity will be brought up. 

SIMILARITY OF PL~~S 

The two plans run along the same lines in the early features 
of the bill. The bill prepared by Mr. KETcHAM and myself 
provides for a board of 5 members instead of 12. I do not 
think the additional members would be necessary in this bill. 
It also provides for a very similar loan feature to the McNary
Haugen bill. It also provide for the insurance fe.a ture, not 
so elaborate but following along the same lines. Then it parts 
company in the manner of raising the fund with which the 
problem is going to be handled. Understand, both bills under
take to solve the question by handling the surplu . Both of 
them undertake to lift the domestic price of the commodity by 
handling the surplus of that commodity and letting the price 
ri e up to meet the demand. 

EXPORT PREMIUMS 

The debenture plan provides that the debenture, as it is called, 
or an export premium of 21 cents a bushel, shall be given any 
cooperative association or farmer or other person who exports 
wheat. If the farmer or a cooperative organization of farmers 
exported a thousand bushels of wheat, it would be given a cer
tificate of $210. That certificate would be acceptable in pay
ment of any customs duties on any commodities brougb,_t into 
this country. It would not have the effect of reducing that 
duty, but it would simply have the _ effect of trapping parts 
of the fund on their way to the Treasury. That is all. It 
would leave the tariff where it is, and it would give the farmer 
what he has never had, namely, equality under the system that 
we have in this country. 

NOT A SUBSlDY 

Somebody suggested the other day that it is a sub idy to 
take 21 cents a bushel on wheat, $10 a bale on cotton, 7lh 
cents a bushel on corn, and 15 cents a bu ·hel on oats and issue 
those certificates and give the farmer the benefit of it. I claim 
it is not a subsidy. It simply restores to tlie farmer what 
has been taken away from him by reason of the laws that 
have been enacted. Is it a subsidy when you pay back to a 
man money you have taken away from him? Is it a subsidy to 
the farmer to restore him to the equality that he had before 
we enacted laws that have favored certain sections and certain 
intere ts? It is simply putting the farmer on an equality with 
industry, on the same level of equality with others, and that 
is not a subsidy. That is simply restoring him to his rights, 
rights which every man under the flag should have. 

What gives the wheat farmer and the cotton farmer and the 
other farmers of this country the plice that they get to-day? 
It is the competition between the domestic and the export 
buyers. They pay only what they have to pay. They pay only 
what the demand and supply require them to pay. If you put 
a premium of any amount in favor of the eA.-portation of that 
commodity, naturally the domestic buyer must pay that ·exh·a 
amount or not get the commodity. lt operates exactly as the 
tariff, except in an inverse manner. It b1ings up the price of 
the commodity in the same fashion, and it is the one bill that 
it seems to me would really give full equality. 

TWO PURPOSES 

The two purposes of these measures, especially the McNary
Haugen measure, are to stabilize and to equalize. One reason 
why the farmer has been forced to mru:ket his eommodity during 
the season of gathering is the fact that he has been pressed for 
money. Through the tariff and other measures, which the Con
gress has enacted-and I am not arguing the merits of them-
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every thinking person must admit this-through the tariff meas
ures and other measures which have been enacted he has been 
put on a disparity ; he has been "hog-tied " for many years, 
and forced to sell his product the minute it came on the market. 
If he could get the same comparative level of prices that the 
other man gets, be would be able to market his products in an 
orderly manner, or in a manner much more nearly so, even if 
we did not provide the otl:Ier fund or the other machinery of 
the bill. 

It is not because the farmer has not sense enough to know
how to market his product that be lias had this trouble. It is 
because his products do not sell for enough money to enable 
him to carry out hi plans. If they are paid proper prices 
they will be able to deal with their problems. If you adopt a 
fair system that make their returns as much as others get, the 
other problem · will fade like the mist before the morning sun. 
I have not much patience with people who prate continuously 
of making farm life more attractive. 1\Iake it remunerative 
and they will make it attractive. They understand the ad
vantages of better equipment, and they will .get better equip
ment and modern conveniences if they have the money with 
which to get them. 

Not a man who appeared before the committee supporting 
the l\IcNary-Haugen bill or any other bill has denied that the 
export premium will put money into the farmer's product. Is 
not that what he wants? 

1\Ir. 1\IcKEOWN. l\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
1\Ir. l\IcKEOWN. What process would be go through in 

order to get cash on his debentures? How does that work? 
Mr. JONES. Exactly as the McNary-Haugen bill would 

work. The exporter and the domestic buyer, we will say, for 
instance, are now paying $1.20 a bushel for wheat. If an 
equalization fee of 21 cents a bushel is paid for the exportation 
of wheat, the domestic price must meet the competi-tion of 
the exporter, and the price ri es 20 cents per bushel. It 
proved true in Germany, and it proved true in England and 
in Czechoslovakia and in Sweden. They have tried out this 
plan in all those countries. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Instead of taking from the farmer the 
equalization fee, the money would be taken from the customs 
dutie ? · 

l\Ir. JONES. Ye . We collect approximately $600,000 per 
year in customs duties. Behind the tariff wall conservative 
estimates sho-w that about $3,000,000,000 is collected from the 
American people by way of increased prices. I am not at this 
time arguing that it is too high or too low. The price is in-

. creased ; otherwise there would be no demand for a tariff. I 
am not going into the question of the tariff, however, because 
it involves too much. But every man from the days of Alex
ander Hamilton, who is the patron saint of the tariff in this 
country-every thinking man must admit that the farmer does 
not get full advantage of the tariff measure that have been 
enacted. That is true because the farmer produces a surplus 
of mo. t of the ba ic farm commodities-a surplus of wheat, a 
surplu of cotton, a surplus of practically all the basic com
modities. 

A man would be foolish to argue that a tariff is going to be 
of much assi tance on those commodities of whic·h we produce 
a surplus. The chairman of our committee, ~·1!0 Yotes for pro
tection, made that ope-n statement in the committee, as others 
have done. The tariff on wheat, while 42 cents a bushel, is 
practically reduced to 1 per cent of 42 cents, or le ·s than one
half of a cent a bushel, because of the drawback provision. 
During the last five years we imported enough wheat to pro
duce a revenue amounting to • 20,000,000 or $25.000,000, but 
practically all of that was drawn back from the Treasury or 
was milled in bond. 

Mr. AYRES. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. JO:NES. Yes. 
Mr. AYRES. Fifty-six million bushels were imported into 

this country in the last five years? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. I have the :figure's; 56,409,926 bushels 

were brought in and milled in bond. This process kept out of 
the Treasury 41 cents per bushel, or $23,128,069.16, within the 
la t five years. 

Mr. AYRES. Fifty-six million bushels during the five years 
were imported for milling in bond, in r ound numbers, and 
18,000,000 were imported into this country on which a duty was 
paid, but I understand much of that was refunded under the 
drawback provision. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. BUllTNES . The gentleman is not distinguishing be

tween milling in bond and the drawback? 
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Mr. JONES. No; because there is essentially no difference 
if it is mixed with as much as 30 per cent American wheat and 
exported. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Because if he is his figures are not correct. 
Mr. JONES. I _am just saying this in answer to those who 

have argued that this is a subsidy. It is no more of a subsidy 
than the drawback, and all millers either mill in bond and do 
not pay the money or they pay the customs duty and then go 
to the Treasury and draw it down. Ninety-nine per cent of 
the duty is thus avoided where they mix it with as much as 30 
per cent of American wheat and export the flour. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. CROWTHER. The drawback principle i · a fundamental 

that has been in all tariff bills that your side has wiitten and 
that my side has written. 

1\Ir. JONES. I do not dispute that proposition. 
1\lr. CROWTHER. I agree with the gentleman that there 

are some discriminatory features in the present wording of the 
act which I do not think should exist. 

Mr. JONES. I thought the gentleman would agree to that. 
l\lr. CROWTHER. I think those features ought to be changed 

in writing another tariff bill, and if that were done it would 
come nearer reflecting the benefit of the tariff to the agri
culturists. 

1\fr. JONES. The gentleman is a very ardent protectionist, 
and I thank him for his contribution. I want to read to him 
what the man who first advocated a tariff in this country said. 
Alexander Hamilton, in his Treasury report, submitted on 
D ecember 5, 1791-his re11ort on manufactures-made the fol
lowing statement. After discussing the fact that a tariff would 
be of advantage to the manufactures in this country because it 
would aid in the promotion of " infant industries "-a term 
which has more or less fallen into disuse recently but still 
used to some extent-he said that a tariff would put agriculture 
at a disadvantage as compared to industry. 

Whatever else you may say about him, he was a far-seeing 
man, a clear-headed man, a courageous man; be was intel
lectually honest and was fair in his conclusions. He was dis
cussing that very proposition when he sai~ : 

The true way to conciliate these two interests is to lay a duty on 
foreign manufactures of the material, the growth of which is desired 
to be encouraged, and to apply the produce of that duty by way o! 
bounty. 

He was referring to agricultural products. 
Mr. CROWTHER. I hope while the gentleman is quoting 

from Alexander Hamilton he will put in a few excerpts from 
t.lle sayings of James Buchanan and 'I homas J efferson, who were 
also very ardent protectionists. 

1\fr. JONES. I decline to yield further. I do not care to go 
into a discussion of the tariff except as it bears on this pro
gram. The first law of this kind that was ever enacted-

Mr. FORT. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\lr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. FORT. Is there any distinction in the gentleman's mind 

or in the quotation which he has just read from 1\fr. Hamilton 
between a subsidy or bounty on a product of which our produc
tion is deficient and a subsidy or bounty upon a product of 
which we produce more than we need? 

1\Ir. JONES. Well, of course, there is a distinction, but if we 
are deficient on any commodity you will not need any bounty or 
any McNary-Haugen bilL As a matter of fact, the McNary
Haugen bill, while it covers all commodities, will probably not 
be invoked on anything of which we do not produce a urplus. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. At the time l\1r. Hamilton wrote 

that practically all of the exportations of this country were 
agricultural. 

Mr. JO:l\"'ES. Yes; a large part of them. 
1\fr. SUl\11\TERS of Texas. Practically all of them. 
1\Ir. JONES. The :fit'st time, so far as I have been able to 

learn, that this principle was enacted into law was in England 
in 1673. I have a photostat copy of the law here. When 
prices were low and England was producing a surplus of corn
they called it corn, but the term as they used it included rye, 
barley, oats, and all other grains-in 1673 she put a bounty 
of 15 cents a bushel on wheat, 10 cents a bushel on rye, and 
71h cents a bushel on barley. That law was enacted to last 
for three years, during the depression, but it lasted for five 
years. In 1689 Parliament reenacted the law, reciting in the 
preamble: 

. That the exportation of corn and grain into foreign parts when the 
prtce thereof is at a low rate in this kingdom b as become a great 



7458 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE APRIL 30 
' advantage not on1y to the owners of the land but to the trade of the 
kingdom in general, and therefore be it enacted, etc. 

In other words, they said that inasmuch as the previous law 
had inured to the benefit of the owner of· the land and to the 
trade in general, they would reenact that law. This law 
stayed on the statute books with some varying amendments 
for more than 100 years. 

There came times when the price got so high because of 
shortage that they had to put a ban on exportation. There 
came times when they applied an import tariff. They have 
studied this problem a great deal over there. There came a 
time when they fixed limits within which it would be oper
ative. They changed it two or three times. 

However, this law remained on the statute books practically 
as I have given it here until 1765, but was made inoperative at 
times when the price was too high. 

In 1773 Burke prepared a law which be thought would prob
ably have permanent applications. In this law it was pro
vided that a bounty should be allowed when wheat was 
$1.32 a bushel or less, and that the bounty should cease 
when wheat reached $1.44 per bushel; and when it got above 
$1.50 all duties would be removeQ. from wheat coming in, so 

· that wheat might be imported duty free. When it got below 
$1.32 all wheat was forbidden to come in for the purpose of 
sale in the domestic market. 

This law was on the statute books until 1815, but in the 
meantime England became a great industrial country, having 
her far-flung possessions all over the world, and her population 
increased to the point that her people demanded so much of farm 
production that her limited acreage could not satisfy the demand. 
Therefore, England having fallen into the condition that my 

' friend from New Jersey spoke of a while ago, the law was no 
longer needed, and in 1815 it was repealed-not bec-ause it did 
not work but because a condition had come about with the 
great growth of London and the industrial development of Eng
land that they needed all of the farm commodities they could 
possibly produce. So the problem solved itself by virtue of the 
development of the country. 

DANGER OF OVERINDUSTRIALIZATION 

I think one of the greatest dangers our country faces to-day 
is that of becoming overindustrialized. The tendency to cen
tralize always carries with it the demand of groups for legisla
tion especially caring for the interest of such groups. This 
leads not to democracy but away from it. This leads not to 
equal rights but to special privilege and decay of democratic 
principles. 

Some one objects that this plan would keep money out of 
the Treasury. It would keep money out of the Treasury, yes; 
but so do some ·of our other laws. I have made some figures 
here on just two or three commodities that I want to call to the 
attention of the committee. I take it you would be interested 
in these figures. 

MO~Y KEPT OUT OF TREASURY 

If this were the first proposition to keep mon·ey out of the 
Treasury, there might be some argument made against it, but 
my colleague, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KETCHAM], 
told you this morning about the effect of increasing the tariff 
rates on butter. 

When tariff on butter was raised from 8 cents a pound to 12 
cents a pound it had this effect : During the three years between 
January 1, 1923, and April1, 1926, there were 50,000,000 pounds 
of . butter brought into this country under a duty of 8 cents, 
which produced $4,018,000 in revenue or an average of $103,000 
per month. During the 21 months following the raise to the 
12-cent rate 11,900,000 pounds were brought in, producing a 
revenue of $68,000 a ·month. That raise kept out n·early $40,000 
per month. I am not arguing whether it should be done; I 
am just saying it was done. 

ALUMINUM TARIFF KEEPS MONEY OUT OF TREASURY 

If butter were the only thing that had this effect, it would 
be a different proposition, but on aluminum what was the 
t•ffect? On aluminum during the last three years of the old 
Underwood tariff law this Government received $619,149 in 
revenue. During the last three years of the present law it has 
received $228,140. The present law has more than doubled 
the rates, and it kept out of the Treasury during an equal 
period of time $391,140. 

If it is all right, if it is just, if it is fair to keep money 
out of the Treasury for the benefit of the aluminum company, 
is it unfair to keep it out of the Treasury in order simply to 
put the farmer on the same level of equality that the others 
already pos ·ess, or to put him where they already stand? 
Is it any .more unholy to restore to the farmer what you have 

taken away from him by law than it is give to 1\Ir. Mellon a 
tariff measure not for the purpose · of giving him equality but 
to enable his company to raise· the price above the parity? 

The CHAIR.l\IAN. The gentleman from Texas has used 30 
minutes. 

1\Ir. JO~~S. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield myself 15 minutes more. 
The increased tariff in behalf of 1\Ir. :Mellon's company was 

not f or the purpose of giving equality but for the purpose of 
lifting tha t company above the general level. But you kept 
$391,000 out of the Treasury for him. Why is not it all right, 
just, and fair to restore the inequalities in this system? It 
will require less machinery. It will put money in the pockets 
of the farmers, and do it by making the present laws national 
in their scope. Is it unfair to make a law that has been oper
ating sectionally a national law? 

Mr. McKEO,VN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. McKEOWN. Are there any figures of the amount that 

will be kept out of the Treru;ury by your bill? 
Mr. JONES. They were put into the RECORD by the gentle

man from Michigan [Mr. KETCHAM] yesterday. It would be 
about $146,000,000 if it were f!}lly operating at all times. 

This plan is not new. It is not untried. 
Mr. AYRES. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. AYRES. Has the gentleman the figures of drawbacks 

in reference to sugar and molasses, and so forth? 
1\Ir. JONES. I have the figures, but I will not take the time 

to go over them. The drawbacks on the various things add up 
to a great many millions of dollars, and the principle is the same. 
There is practically no difference in the drawback or deben
ture-they are practically the same. 

Mr. KETCHAl\I. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 
1\Ir. JONES. I will. 
Mr. KETCHAM. I do not know whether the gentleman has 

developed it, but the debenture plan would fit in to any tariff 
system. 

Mr. JONES. I am glad that the gentleman has called that 
to my attention. It makes no difference whether we have a 
high tariff, a revenue tariff, or a low tariff-the rates can be 
so adjusted as to apply equitably to whatever tariff there is. 
Whatever the tariff provisions on the statute books may be 
they would not apply equitably unless some provision like this 
were enacted. 

In Germany they issue what they call the Einfuhrscheine on 
the exportation of certain commodities, including rye, wheat, 
oats, barley, and legumes. It is an export certificate which is 
tenderable in payment of import duties. 

This is the situation that has developed in Germany. They 
produce an exportable surplus of wheat in the northern or 
northeastern part of Germany, but they do not have an export
able surplus in the southern part. That works out in this way: 
The northeastern part of Germany is nearer to other outside 
markets and without paying high freight rates they can carry 
the .commoclities ':Vh~re they are needed, so they get an export 
certificate for sh1ppmg the product out. In many instances 
they bring the product back fr(}m outside contiguous countries 
to the southern part where it is needed and in that way they . 
save pay;ng the freight rates between the northern and southern 
parts of Germany. 

.. Germany had the law on the ~tatute books before the begin
mng of the present century, but in a little different form. They 
enacted the present law in 1902, and it proved so satisfactory 
that they reenacted it in 1926. 

After 15 years of discussion the country of Sweden enacted 
a law which give an export certificate on rye and wheat the 
principal commodities Of the country, making the certificate 
tend err~ ble in payment of custom duties. In the same year 
Czechoslovakia enacted the law issuing export certificates on 
wheat, rye, barley, oats, buckwheat, millet and other com
modities, making them acceptabl~ in payment of import duties. 

Now, let me show you what the people say about the effect 
in Ger:many. Germany as a nation must always be reckoned 
with .. She has some very intelligent people, some very pro
gressiVe people, and has f ome great thinking people. A Ger
man student in one of the American universities was asked 
what was the effect of the establishment of this law in Ger-· 
many. His reply was that it certainly puts money in the 
pockets of the farmers. 

Doctor Grunzell, who is a student of agriculture in that 
country, says: 

These import certificates were extensively employed in grain exporta
tion, but in the case of flour the older provisions for manufacture in bond 
were found preferable. The immediate effect was that the prices ot 
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grain in those parts of the country which depend on exportation for 
their market and which formerly had to contend with depressed prices 
rose to a point higher than the general world market price by approxi
mately the amount of the import duty. 

That is what he says was the effect. Of course, that would 
be the effect. .Any man who has studied it knows that must 
be the effect of its application. Why can there be any objec
tion to doing this thing? It was suggested in the program of 
Mr. Hamilton as necessary to the fair operation of any tariff 
system. The same proposition in a different fonn was offered 
by the Hon. William L. Wilson as an amendment to the :Mc
Kinley tariff, and I understand it lacked only a few votes of 
carrying. He offered it in this form, that where farm com
modities were exported they might be exchanged for other 
commodities, and those commodities brought in duty free. Th~t 
is but another way of reaching the same end. Some one sug
gested a while ago that he was afraid there might be some sort 
of collusion whereby the farmer would not get the advantage of 
thi -, debenture. In order to safeg11arcl against the possibility 
of such a thing we put a provision in the bill for organizing an 
export corporation by the board, with full power to step in 
and buy, sell, and export any such commodities; and if the~e 
were any effort to take down a part of this debenture th1s 
corporation could step in immediately. I do not think it would 
be found necessary, but it would be like a musket behind the 
door. If they tried to discount too much, this corporation 
could see that the farmer received the full effect of the deben
ture. I do not think it will be necessary to use that power. 

THE SWEDISH LAW 

Let me show the effect in Sweden. The certificate there 
provides on its face that the G-overnment of Sweden will pay 
them 98 cents on the dollar out of the customs duties if the 
receipts are available there, and I suppo.se they always are. 
They would be in this country. Hardly any of them come 
in for redemption in that way, because the importers would 
rather pay them 99 cents or 100 rents on the dollar. ~ther 
than go to the bank and get a draft they simply take up one of 
these export certificates, and they practically get 100 cents on 
the dollar. At any rate the standing offer of the Government 
is always available. 

Ml'. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
l\lr. JONES. Yes. 
l\lr. BLACK of Texas. Would it not be well to incorporate 

some provision of that sort into the debenture plan, so as to 
make certain that certificates would be redeemed? 

Mr. JONES. I do not think it would be necessary. I thank 
the gentleman for his suggestion. Suppose the firm ·of Marshall 
Field wanted good.s brought in here that required the payment 
of a thousand dollars; if they could buy one of these certificates 
for $990, do .not you think that they would go out and buy them? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I make the suggestion because the 
fact that it can be redeemed in that way would make it more 
certain to be negotiable. 

Mr. JONES. It would not do any harm, and if necessary a 
similar plan could be worked out. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Is there any likelihood whatsoever that 
under the so-called export-debenture plan the amount of export 
bounty could at any time exceed the amount of import duties 
received by the Government? 

Mr. JONES. Oh, no. 
Mr. BURTNESS. A.s a practical proposition, there would not 

be any chance of that? 
Mr. JONES. No. Take the last five years' period. If this 

had been in force all of that time, it would have amounted to 
only $146,000,000. -

1\fr. BURTNESS. In view of the fact that they could never 
amount to that much, then why bet her with these debentures? 
Why not simply take the money out of the Treasury in the first 
place and thus eliminate the scalping? 

l\1r. JONES. The gentleman has not thoroughly studied 
this measure. The history of the tariff system shows that the 
export-certificate plan is much less liable to result in retalia
tions. The certificate plan tends to encourage trade 1·ather 
than to discourage it. I have not the t ime to go into those 
distinctions. It is a much better plan than we have adopted, 
because it ties onto the tariff system. It does not provide for 
the payment of a bounty except when they are being subjected 
to the inequities of the tariff system. 

1\lr. KETCHAl\1. And is it not true that with the new dis
tinction incorporated in the bill with reference to cotton 
and al o to grain it would reduce those quite a considerable 
number of millions? 

1\lr. JONES. Yes. They are worth, as shown by the dif
ferent nations that have tried them, practically 100 cents on 
the dollar, and they have no trouble with them at all. 

For the first time in the history of the protective-tariff 
system a plan has been devised that is just and fair as be
tween agriculture and industry. This plan was originally 
admitted to be the only means of doing justice in connection 
with the plan submitted by the man who originated the system. 
In this report of 1791 there afe several recommendation.s. The 
program bas been adopted, except that part that would do 
justice to- the farmer. Mr. Hamilton said that the adoption 
of his system would work an injustice to the farmer, and that 
the only fair way to make up for that injustice would be to 
make him a part of the system. How could anyone object to 
tba t sort of a provision? 

We would all like to see the farmer given equality. The 
working out of any complicated system of reaching that end 
must necessarily meet with many handicaps before the final end 
is reached. 

The export-premium plan is the simplest that bas been de
vised. It requires tile least machinery. I would like to see the 
common sense of the Members on both sides of the aisle adopt 
a plan that history proves would give that equality. 

I would like to see them test out a program that would put 
the farmer on the same basis as the other man and would 
treat all the citizens of this country alike. 

I do not know whether or not the 1\IcNary-Haugen bill would 
work out like those who hav:e been ardent advocates of it con
tend. I have very grave misgivings about certain features of 
it. But I have voted for it because I believed that by takin~ 
the step we can work out a program that would ultimately 
bring results. I have been favorable to fann relief. The 
McNary-Haugen bill has no precedent. Nothing like it has 
ever been enacted in the history of the world. I think it has 
merit, but I think the debenture plan bas more of merit. That 
plan will bring the farmers to an equality with others. Why 
not enact it? [Applause.] 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOMERS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, during my short 
but very happy service in this House it has been my privilege to 
ha-ve listened twice to debates on the McNary-Haugen bill. 

The first debate was probably the finest I had ever heard, 
and as such it will linger long in my memory. Men fought for 
and again.st the bill with enthusiasm. Those who favored it 
were as sincere as those who opposed it, and the note of sin
cerity ran through every speech at that time. It was, indeed, 
fascinating to hear men plead the cause in which they honestly 
believed. However, in the present debate this note is missing 
in most of the speeches of the proponents of the bill. Even the 
chairman of the committee in opening the discussion fell short 
of his usual effectiveness. He r eminded me of a sorrowing 
man, weeping tearfuly, bitterly, at the bedside of his dying 
child. .Apparently he did not care particularly whether it 
was a good or a bad child, for he refused to comply with the 
request of my colleague from New York to discuss the merits 
of the measure. Evidently he was concerned only with the 

- fact that he was losing the thing he had fathered. Let us 
have a look at this thing over which the sorrowing father _ 
weeps. Let us draw aside the sheets and see if it is worth 
saving. Lo and behold! The first glance reveals it to be a 
two-beaded, indecent monstrosity. One head is normal; the 
other is ugly and unnecessary. It is called the equalization fee. 

Aside from this unnecessary head, the child is physically 
sound, and if it could be relieved of this defonnity it might 
grow up to fulfill the expectations of its family. [Laughter.] 
It was brought into this world to help the farmer, but if it 
were to live in its present condition it would be a source of 
constant embarrassment to thR farmer and its vision would 
nauseate every man who to-day is trying to help it live. Aside 
from that, it would be a constant terror to the consumer. But 
it can not live. Even those \Yho are anxious to protect it now. 
being too sensitiYe to kill it when they should have, realize 
that the chief exterminator of the imps of congressional indis
cretions will eventually be forced to drive the veto through 
its heart. 

Let us see just bow vicious this thing may be. Under this 
bill a Federal farm board of 12 is created. It is given all sorts 
of arbitrary power to obtain information regarding agricul
tural production.s. Its members will gather to them ·elves the 
most complete statistics on wheat, corn, cotton, and other com
modities. It will have more information on conditions affectittg 
these commodities than any person or group of persons in 
all the world. You can readily understand what an unscrupu
lou.s man on thls board could do with such information. If a 
man were so inclined, having in his power the right to impose 
the equalization fee whenever he deemed it advisable, he would 
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be in a position ro make bim·self rich beyond the dreams of 
avarice. 

Political appointees, experience teaches us, are not always 
honest, and I warn you just as sure as the sun rises and sets, 
if you create this board, there will one day come into it a 
man who will betray his trust. Oh, you may say that there 
are provisions in the tale of this bill which will prevent this, 
but that is not speaking the exact truth. These provisions may 
keep a man from personally gambling with these conditions 
but they can not keep bim ft·om having his friends gamble for 
him. In other words, he will still be able to suck the eggs 
as long as he successfully hides the shell. 

Again, this is a proposition of vicious class legislation. It 
proposes to tax 70 per cent of the people for the benefit of 30 
per cent of the people. 

The CHAIRl\lAN. The time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. ASWELL. .Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman five 
minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog
nized for five minutes more. 

Mr. SOMERS of New York. It violates all the traditions 
of the Democratic Party, and it imposes a terrific burden 
upon the people themselves. It will increase the cost of living 

· at home, and through the doubling of surpluses it will decrease 
the cost of living abroad. Every inhabitant of every city in 
the United States, in addition to his present high rents and 
the pre~ent high cost of living, will find himself further taxed 
by the passage of this act. In these days, when prosperity is 
rapidly disappearing and the army of unemployed is con
stantly increasing, I deem it ver~ ~wise to attempt to draw 
more taxation from those who can hardly afford to meet the 
taxes already imposed. 

I am interested in the farmer. I want to see him given the 
proper opportunities. He is evidently in a hole. It is our 
duty to rescue him. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. C:B.IsP] 
in the early stages of this debate suggested that we would 
aid the farmer by passing Muscle Shoals legislation. That 
seemed to me to be a good plan. It seems to be the logical 
thing to do. It is throwing a rope by which the farmer may 
pull himself out of the hole. That is much better than at
tempting to dig away the dirt around the circumference of 
the hole, as we are doing with this legislation, in order that 
the farmer may walk out. You want to remember it is diffi
cult for the farmer to walk out. He is so shackeled by tariff 
laws and immigration laws and prohibition laws and trans
portation laws that it is all he can do to hobble along on the 
level. And it might be a good idea for this Congress to try 
to relieve him of some of these shackles so that he may take 
his place upon the road of prosperity with head high, shoulders 
straight, and :f.Fee. [Applause.] 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, how much time has the gen
tleman used? 

Mr. SOMERS of New York. I yield back any time I have 
not used. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields three minutes. 
Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 

gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. STEVENSON]. [A.(}plause.] 
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I happen 

to be one of the class they are trying to relieve. The only in
dustry I have, outside of being a politician, is being a farmer, 
and I am concerned about the effect of this legislation as at 
present constituted upon the class of farmers to which I belong, 
to wit, the cotton farmers. 

It was stated the other day that this would not affect the 
cotton farmers unless the other provisions failed ; in other 
words, that the equalization fee, which we apprehend will be a 
burden upon the cotton farmer, is only to act as a pinch hitter, 
and which was very properly characterized by the gentleman 
from Louisiana as something that would pinch the farmer and 
hit him at the same time, and that is what it will do to the 
cotton farmer, I am afraid. 

The argument is advanced that they will first try out the 
question of the cooperatives handling the cotton, and if they 
can not do it, then a marketing period will be decreed. I want 
to call your attention, first, to a report of the committee as to 
what they say is a surplus, which is a misstatement. On the 
fifth page of the report of the committee they say: 

'l'he term " surplus " in this connection is more definitely stated to 
mean " a seasonal or year's total surplus produced in the United States 
and either local or national in extent." 

Well, now, let us see what the bill says: 
That is in excess of the requirements for the orderly marketing of any 

agricultural commodity or in excess of the domestic requirements for 
the commodity. 

Now, when you come to cotton, what are the domestic re
quirements for the commodity? Take the experience of the 
last five years and you will find that the requirements range 
about seven and a half million bales as far as the domestic 
requirements of the commodity known as cotton are concerned. 
How much was the production? If you will look at the report 
of the Census Bureau, which is availal>le to everybody, you will 
see that the production of 1926 was 17,755,000 bales; of 1025, 
16,1.23,000 bales; of 1924, 13,639,000 bales ; of 1923, 10,171,000 
roles; and of 1922, 9,729,000 lk'lles. Therefore there ha not 
been a year in the last five years in which the production in 
America was not largely in excess of the domestic require
ments. 

What does this bill require this board to do as soon as they 
find that situation? The bill provides that they shall make an 
investigation and shall declare a marketing period whenever 
the yield or year's total surplus, produced in the United States 
and national in extent, is in excess of the requirements for the 
orderly marketing of any agricultural commodities or in excess 
of the domestic requirements for the commodity. It is pro
vided that they shall declare a mru.·keting period and make pro
vision for a marketing period, and prior to the commencement 
of that marketing period with respect to that agricultural 
commodity, and thereafter from time to time during such mar
keting period, the board shall estimate the probable losses, 
costs, and charges to be paid under marketing agreements with 
res1Jeet to such commodities and under such nonpremium insur
ance agreements in respect of such commodity as hereinafter 
provided, and impose an equalization fee upon that commodity 
for the purpose of taking care of that estimate. 

But they say they must try out this other proposition fir t. 
They must try out the cooperative proposition and let the co
operatives solve the proposition; but the law is mandatory, if 
written as it is here, that whenever it is discovered that there 
is an excess produced in this country over domestic require
ments that they hall take steps to have it sold in this way; but 
they Sa.y that when it appears--
that the operation of the provisions of section 5 (relating to loans to 
cqoperative associations or corporations created and controlled by one 
or more cooperative associations) will not be efl'ectl'Ve to control such 
surplus because of the inability or unwillingness or the cooperative 
associations engaged in handling the commodity, or corporations cre
ated and controlled by one or m•ore such cooperative associations, to 
control such surplus with the assistance of such loans-

They shall declare a marketing period. 
Now, I want you to note the fact that this bill has been 

pushed and pushed in the cotton States on the ground that the 
cooperatives want to force every farmer in the cotton tates 
into cooperative associations. I want to call your attention to 
the fact that we have been experimenting for seven years with 
cooperative associations in the cotton business. I have no 
criticism to make of them, but tbey have been so unfortunately 
managed that of the 25 per cent of cotton men in my county 
who went into the cooperative as ociation five or six yearR ago 
there is not 5 per cent in now. The proposition is to fix it o 
that when the cooperatives come up and say they are un
willing or unable-they do not compel them to show they are 
unable-but if they say they are unwilling to undertake to 
handle this unless an equalization fee is placed upon it, then 
the board must do that and make ~very farmer who raise · a 
bale of cotton contribute his part of the expense of this thing
in other words, force every farmer in the cotton State. to 
become a member of a cotton cooperative association and bear 
a part of the burden he has tried to bear heretofore but found 
unsatisfactory. 

The proposition is to force him into this thing, make him come 
in and bear the losses that may occur from the operations of 
this board here in Wa,shington, with which he has had nothing 
to do. 

The committee says in its report: 
AIDS COOPERATIVES TO HANDLE SUllPLUS 

To attract and to increase or even hold their membership, cooperative 
associations must be in position to secure for the producers they repre
sent an effective bargaining power that influences the prices at which 
their commodities sell. They can not secure fair purchasing power 
for the farmel"S unless they can manage crop surpluses in the interest 
of orderly marketing. If they att empt this, the costs, losses, and 
risks of carrying over and o! selling exportable surpluses of certain 
crops at competitive prices outside the United States must be borne 
by the members of the cooperatives, wbiJe the better prices are shared 
equally by the outsiders who, on the other- hand, escape the incon
veniences of deferred settlement and perhaps actual losses. This is 
desb:uctive to the morale of cooperative enterprises. 

• • • • • • • • 
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Through the operation of the equalization fee, which requit·es every 

unit of a Cl>mmodity to bear its share of the cost of its stabilization 
and protection, the effect of this plan is to provide 100 per cent co
operation of all producers in financing transactions necessary to the 
control and disposition of CL'OP surpluses. It takes 100 per cent co
operation to deal effectively with the slll'plus, and it is impossible to 
get such complete cooperation otherwise than through Government 
action. Honest, able, and sincere men with extraordinary ability have 
attempted it and have failed. 

So the proposition for the cotton people is to say to them, 
"You can go and join your cooperative , or, if you do not, we 
will make you come in and be.'l.r your part of the expen e 
whether you get any of the benefits or not." Now, what do 
they propose to do? They propose to impose a fee upon the 
farmers of the cotton States for the purpose of enabling the 
coorx:rativ~s and the agencies created by them to market the 
cotton as they see fit. 

Now. let us see about that. They declare their findings and 
thev direct the contracting of agreements with these agencies 
which are created to buy and hold the cotton. They have 
divided them into two Cia ses. The fellow who belongs to the 
cooperatire, they take his cotton and bold it, and he does not 
pay the equalization fee until the cotton is sold ; but what 
about the men-and there are plenty of them in the cotton 
States-who do not wear anJ:body's collar and who decline to 
be forced into a ccoperative association where they have not 
found things satisfactory before. What about him? He will 
say, "No; I want to act independently and sell my own cott?n." 
He goes and sells it on the market; and they take the equaliza
tion ·fee right then and put it into the treasury of this concern. 
Thnt i · exactly what they do. -

The man who can be bulldozed into signing with the coopera
tives is going to have hi cotton carried until it has gone either 
up or down, and does not have to pay the fee until the adven
ture has been successful or has been so unsuccessful that they 
sell him out, and they advance hi~ part of the value of the 
cotton, and they advance it out of the appropriation made. by 
CongTess, which comes from all of us, and out of the equaliza
tion fee paid by those of us who sell our cotton independently, 
as we have been able to do in the past. We have not made 
fortunes out of it, but w1:1 are yet able to attend to our own 
business. 

Now, how are you going to maintain the price? If this is 
going to equalize everybody, you must bear in mind that here 
is one party who puts his cotton into tile cooperative and lets it 
stay there until the price raises-if it ever does-and here is 
another man who sells it and has to take the market price 
to-day. He sells it to the same crowd and pays in his equaliza
tion fee to help them hold it, and hold it for a profit which goes 
into this fund which they propose to build up and live off of. 

1\lr. QUIN. Does not the gentleman think that is an induce
ment for the gentlemen to come in? 

1\Ir. STEVENSON. It is not only an inducement; it is a 
club. It is the biggest kind of club to force him into the cooper
ative; and for myself, I do not ever propose to say to my 
farmers that I voted for something to drive them into a corpora
tion that they have heretofore found to be detrimental to their 
interests and that they have rejected and refused to sign up 
with any more. 

This is the whole proposition, and my friend the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. QmN] will not go do"-n and admit to 
his farmers that he did that either; or if he does, they will find 
another fellow to represent them up here in Congress. 

Mr. QUIN. But we give them $400,000,000 to help all of 
them raise their prices. 

Mr. STEVENSON. 'Veil, we will see about that in a minute. 
Now, here is the proposition. You are going to equalize 

everybody, and before they declare a marketing period they -
have got to ascertain whether there is probably an excess of 
production over domestic consumption. They have got to deter
mine that before they start. 

The cotton season opens the 1st of August. They start to 
work and they know beforehand there is going to be more cotton 
produced in this country than we will consume, because the 
history of the country has shown we have exported at least 55 
per cent of all the bales that are made all over this cotrntry for 
all time almost. Therefore they do not haYe to have any long 
siege in determining whether they will declare a marketing 
periocl, because, so far as cotton is concerned, it is foreordained 
that they "-m have to do it by the very terms of this bill. 

Well, they declare that period and cotton begins to move. 
The farmer says, " How much are you going to raise the price 
of cotton?" and they say, "You are going to put up $10 a bale," 
and the farmer says, "Well, you will certainly raise the price 
that much." 

Now, how are you going to do it? How much cotton goes on 
the market during the months of September, October, and 
November, and do you know how much money it will take? You 
talk about $400,000,000. That is not all for cotton, is it? No; 
it will take $10,000,000 a day right straight along, day in and . 
day out, for the months of September, October, November, and 
December, to handle the cotton that goes on the market, and if 
they are going to charge everybody an equalization fee then 
they are under obligation to raise the price for everybody, and 
they have got to buy up this cotton, because there is nobody 
who is going to buy above the world price except this crowd 
that is taking this money out of your pockets. They have got 
to buy it up, or else let these farmers who wanted to be inde
pendent or who were not in position to join the cooperatives 
have their cotton sold at whatever it will bring on the world 
market, and I say the result is that this crowd has got to put 
up at least $10,000,000 a day for 120 to ·130 days during that 
period, and it is going to take a good deal more than the 
$400,000,000 before you get through with it when you divide it 
with the wheat fellows, the corn fellows, the hog fellows, the 
cow fellows, and all the balance of them. 

You are not going to ha\e the money to do this unless you 
take it out of the farmer who is selling his cotton up<>n the 
market, and what will be the result? There will be the devil to 
pay by the time you get through with it, I will tell you that 
right now, because they are not going to stand for it, and I do 
not blame them. 

I have belonged to cooperatives, and, as I have said, I have 
no stones to throw at them. They had a difficult problem. but 
I will tell you now you can not force the American farmer, as 
I know him, into belonging to a cooperative if he does not want 
to any more than you can force him to belong to the Catholic 
Church or to the Ku-Klnx Klan. [Laughter and applause.] 

Our American people believe in choosing their associations, 
and they will do it as they please. 

Now, what will happen? How much cotton is made in the 
world? 

You talk about raising the price of cotto-n in this country. 
You have to raise it above the farm level; you ought to rai.se it 
above the world level or there is nothing in it. 

Now, how much cotton haYe we raised during the last five 
years? Let us see. In 1922 there were 17,000,000 bales made 
in the world, 8,000,000 of which were made abroad. In 1923 
there were 19,000,000 bales made, 9,000,000 made elsewhere 
than in the United States. In 1924 there were 23,000,000 bales 
made, 10,000..000 of which were made outside of the United 
States. In 1925 there were 26,000,000 made, 10,000,000 of which 
were made outside of the United States. In 1926 there were 
27,000,000 bales made, and 10,000,000 bales made outside of the 
United States. 

Now, are you going to put up the price in the United States 
4 cents above what it is in the world market, and what will 
you have? Why, there is 10.000,000 bales waiting elsewhere and 
millions held that was taken out of this country that will come 
back the minute you put the price higher than the world price 
abroad. 

l\1r. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\fr. STEVENSON. Ye ·. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I am very much interested in the gentle

man's speech, but I have misunderstood the theory of the cotton 
people who have been sponsoring the bill before the committee. 
They expect to stabilize the market of cotton in this country, 
and because so much was produced in the United States in 
the case of cotton where they could actually raise the world 
price. 

l\lr. STEVENSON. I do not yield any further. I get the 
gentleman's point. The gentlemen who have been advocating 
this before your committee, who have been preaching it from 
the housetops, are the cooperatiYe people who want to force the 
people into the cooperative associations. They do not know and 
do not care what is made elsewhere, but when you have 10,-
000,000 bales made elsewhere. do not you know that when you 
put the price higher thnn the world market do not you know 
that you can not dominate the world price? Do not you kno-w 
that on any product that consumes only 35 per cent . aud bas to 
export 65 per cent you can not dominate the world price. Liver
pool is the center of the cotton market of the world. The equali
zation fee ·would raise the pri<.:e for everyone else and take it out 
of the pockets of the farmers of this country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South 
Carolina has expired. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I was promised more time if I had not 
got tlu·ough. 

l\Ir. KETCHAM. I have a few minutes of my own time
which I will yield to the gentleman if he will arrange to have 
it transferred to me later. 
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Mr. STEVENSON. I will do that. 
Mr. KETCHAM. I will yield the gentleman seven minutes. 
Mr. STEVENSON. Oh, they say when we talk about raising 

the world price that is all folderol. What have they done 
about the equalization fee on cotton brought in from the out
side? Well, they knew it would :flow in here, that they could not 
keep it out when they began to keep the price up. Anybody 
knows that, and so they put an equalization fee on here, and 
when a man ships in cotton from the outside he may have to 
pay $10 equalization fee and you may raise the price in this 
c~mntry $10 a bale. But the minute it goes up to that the 
foreign cotton comes right in and fills the hole. There is no 
other explanation. It is all folly to talk about raising the price 
of cotton in the world with 10,000,000 bales made elsewhere. 
That is 40 per cent of all the cotton made in the world outside 
United States. 

Now, let us look at it a minute. I go down and sell my 
cotton or my colored man does. .And let me tell you something 
about selling cotton. I tried the cooperatives. My croppers 
said that we prefer to sell it on the market, and do you know 
what my colored men did? I am not saying it disrespectfully, 
but they beat the cooperatives 3 cents a pound for th_ree years 
1n uccession in selling cotton, and when the colored people on 
my farm can do that I said "you go to it boys, I am not in the 
cooperatives any more," and I told the cooperatives so. 

Mr. SCHAFER. The gentleman had better cotton. 
Mr. STEVENSON. No; I did not-the cotton went to the 

gin side by side. The cropper and I got alternate bales. My 
colored men sold their cotton for 3 cents a pound higher on 
the average than it brought by p_utting it into the cooperatives. 
There is the proposition. If you will take the equalization fee 
out of the bill I am willing and will sup.port it enthusiastically. 
Take the equalization fee out of the cotton business and I will 
support it. There is much can be accomplished by it, but I will 
not vote to coercing farmers into the cooperative and tax him 
to make him rich. It will not work with cotton. 

Take wheat for instance, with a billion bushels raised. You 
could raise your price on account of the tal'ifl' probab-ly 40 cents 
a bushel. Forty cents a bushel on 800,000,000 bushels would 
mean $320,000,000. You would pay an equalization fee which 
would amount to $80,000,000, and you would be " in " $240,000,-
000. That is all right, but let us take cotton. We spun 8,000,-
000 bales of the 1'926 crop and sold 10,000,000 bales. Suppose 
you raise your price $20 a bale. We would make $160,000,000 
on the bales that we sold here. We would take it out of the 
manufacturers or whoever got it. We would lose $20 a bale on 
10,000,000 bales, which would be $200,000,000. You would put 
on an equalization fee sufficient to make it up, and we would be 
"out" $200,000,000 on what we sent abroad, and we would 
be " in " $160,000,000 on that we sold at home, so that on the 
whole proposition we would be " out " $40,000,000, and in ad
diqon $60,000,000 thereto on your :flour that we would have to 
buy from you wheat men. 

What is the equalization fee for? It is to pay the losses on 
the exported products. I now wish to quote a distinguished 
authority on this proposition, Mr. CHARLES ADKINS, of illinois. 
I quote the following from the REcoRD of January 6, 1928: 

Mr. BLANTON. Neither the last McNary-Haugen ·bill nor any other 
McNary-Haugen bill has ever provided that tlie profit that may be made 
from marketing the surplus through this board shall be distributed back 
to the farmers or the producers who raise the commodity. 

Mr. ADKINS. You just f01;get it, if you think there will ever be any 
profit from " ditching" this surplus on the foreign market, where the 
prices are lower than on our domestic market. This is why it is neces
sary to provide some means for taking care ot tbe loss, and tbe only 
way you can do it is through an equalization fee. 

If that is not good authority in this church, I do not know 
to whom to appeal, unless it is to Bishop H.A UGEN. And he has 
never denied that statement. [Applause.] 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 20 minutes. 
When the farm relief bill was before the House at the last ses
sion of Congress I prefaced my remarks with the statement 
that our Committee on Agriculture had just concluded the con
sideration of the greatest problem any committee of any Con
gress since the beginning of the Government has undertaken to 
solve. I can with equal propriety make the same statement 
to-day. .Although the problem is still acute and agricultural 
conditions little improved, I think we can report progress in the 
matter of proposed legislation. The bill under consideration is 
the culmination of a long _period of evolution, and, in my judg
ment, represents an economically sound and workab-le plan, 
which if enacted into law will result in placing our greatest 
American business-agriculture-upon an equality with indus
try and labor and thus establish and maintain a well-b-alanced 
permanent prosperity throughout the coUAtrY that will not O!!ly_ 

insure the happiness of all our people, but will be the means of 
preserving our free institutions as welL I shall not discuss the 
general subject of agricultural degression. It has been dis
cussed at length by the members of our committee at each ses
sion of Congress during the last four years as we have presented 
farm-relief measures for the consideration of this House. It is 
a condition which is universally accepted. The President, in 
various messages and speeches, has declared that there is a 
farm problem. In his veto message of last year he said-

That there is a real and vital agricultural problem is keenly appre
ciated by all informed men. The evidence is all too convincing that 
agriculture has not been receiving its fair share of the national income 
since the war. Farmers and business men directly dependent upon 
agriculture have sntl'ered and in many cases still sutl'er from conditions 
beyond their control They are entitled to and will have every con
sideration at the hands of the Government. 

I shall only refer to a few witnesses wbo have o·fl'ered conclu
sive evidence of the f~ct that a farm problem exists. I refer to 
the United States Chamber of Commerce and the National 
Industrial Conference Board, who, after a joint conside-ration of 
the. subject, published a summary of their conclusions, in which, 
among other things, they said : 

The evidence is clear that American agriculture bas undergone a pro
longed and tJ.•ying readjustment to post-war conditions, in the course of 
which those engnged in it have suffered seriously in their relative 
economic prosperity in comparison with those engaged in other fields. 
On the human side it bas been deprived of the energy, experience, and 
knowledge of many thousands of farmers who have lost their resources 
and have been persuaded or compelled to leave the farm for other occu
pations, while the land resources of the Nation have been impaired by 
neglect and by wasteful exploitation under the pressure to which those 
who have remained in the business have been subjected. 

I also refer to the fact that the Association of Land Grant 
Colleges and Universities of the United States, on November 17, 
1927, adopted a report prepared, by a special committee of the 
association, in which, among other things, it said : 

Incomes from farming since 1920 have not been sufficient to pay a 
fair return on the current value of capital used and a fair wage for 
the farmers' labor, or to permit farm people to maintain a standard of 
living comparable with other groups of like ability. Agriculture has 
received a much smaller share of the national income during tbls 
period than during the period prior to the World War; and in spite ot 
the continued decline in the proportion of the population engaged in 
agricultural pursuits and the marked increases in efficiency in agricul
tural production, farmers in general have not been receiving as adequate 
rewards for their labor and their managerial etl'orts and for the use of 
their capital as have been received in most other industries. Farm 
returns for the country as a. whole showed some improvement each 
year from the very unsatisfactory year of 1921 through the year 1925, 
but they declined again in 1926. Tbe indications now (October, 1927) 
at·e that the agricultural income in 1927 may be slightly higher than 
in 1926. The continued low returns ha>e resulted in a shrinkage in the 
value of farm property and a marked acceleration of the movement of 
population from farms to cities. 

I also recall that there appeared before our committee spokes
men for practically every farm organization in the United 
States who stated without reservation that there still exists a 
farm problem. 

I think we are all agreed that the one great problem is our 
agriculhual surplus and how to deal with it. Whenever there 
is a surplus, that surplus fixes the price for the whole com
modity, inasmuch as it is necessary for the producers of that 
surplus to sell it in foreign markets. It naturally follows that 
the plice obtained by the American producer is the foreign 
price and that the foreign price determines the home market 
price. 

The bill which we passed at the last se sion of Congress failed 
to meet Executive approval Those who have been charged 
with the responsibility of drafting the present bill have had in 
mind the objections which were expressed by the President 
and have made an honest effort to eliminate the points which 
met with Executive disapproval. I shall confine my remarks 
very largely to a discussion of the changes in the bill and the 
manner in which our committee has attempted to meet these 
objections. 

The bill declares it to be the policy of the Congress to pro
mote the orderly marketing of agricultural commodities ; to 
provide for the control and disposition of surplus; to preserve 
advantageous domestic markets ; to prevent undue and excessive 
fluctuations in the markets; to minimize speculation and waste 
in marketing; and to further the organization of producers of 
such commodities into cooperative associations. Certainly, 
these objects ~e ~ost laudable, and if carried out in any 
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·measurable degree will tend toward a general uplift of our 
.great basic industry. 
· This bill, as pre\ious bills, cr·eates a Federal farm board, but 
places no limitations or re ·trictions upon the President's power 
to appoint the board members other than to provide that one 
shall be appointed from each of the 12 Federal land-bank dis
tricts and that they shall be confirmed by the Senate. The 

•former bill provided that nominations should be made by farm 
organizations to the Pre ·ident, whose power to appoint was 
limited to the list of such nominees. The President objected, 
and I think very properly, to this limitation on the authority 
of the Chief Executive. 

The present bill applies to all agricultural commoditie.s. 
whereas the former bill applied only to wheat, cotton, corn, 
tobacco, rice, and swine. · This meets the objection which the 
President urged to this section, and the bill is no longer open 
to criticism upon the ground of discriminat~on against any 
product or any section. 

A new section has been added to the bill providing for coop
erative clearing houses and terminal market associations to 
stabilize the movement in commerce of agricultural commodi
ties, which not only strengthens the bill but further meets the 
President's criticism on the ground that it applied to only a few 
commodities. 

The former bill provided for State conventions to express the 
sentiment of producers as to the commencement and termina
tion of operations with any commodities. The elimination of 
this provision f1·om the bill removes another point of objection 
made by the President. 

The present bill provides that if the board is of the opinion 
that there are two or more cooperative associations or corpora
tions created and controlled by one or more cooperative asso
ciations capable of carrying out any marketing agreement, the 
board in entering into the agreement shall not unreasonably 
discriminate against any such association or corporation in 
favor of any other such association or corporation. It further 
provides that if the board is of the opinion that there is no 
such cooperative association or corporation created and con
trolled by one or more coop€rative associations capable of 
carrying out any marketing agreement for purchase, withholding, 
and disposing, then the board may enter into an agreement with 
other agencies, but shall not unreasonably discriminate between 
such other agencies. The Ia tter provision has been inserted to 
meet the objection of the President. In his veto message he 
charged that it would be possible to have "unreasonable dis
cri.J.!}ination" in making marketing agreements with agencies 
other than COE}peratives. 

The former bill authorized the issuance of a serial receipt 
to cotton producer , and not to other producers upon whose 
marketed products the equalization fee was collected. The 
President objected to this provision as constituting a discrimi
nation in favor of one crop and against another. That special 
provision for cotton is. omitted from the present bill. 

A new section bas been added to this bill which provides 
specifically that the United States shall not be liable directly or 
indirectly upon agreements under the act in respect of agri
cultural commodities in exce ·s of the amounts available in the 
stabilization, premium insurance, and revolving funds. The 
former bill had no such limitation, and the President in his 
mes .. age called attention to the fact that there might be a fur
ther liability upon the part of the Federal Government. 

The insurance provisions in the present bill are so amended 
and clarified as to meet the objections urged by the Presi
dent. It was suggested by the President in his veto message 
that the insurance proposal in the other bill amounted to a 
Covernment agreement to pay the cooperative association any 
loss which they might incur in withholding commodities from 
the market, no matter bow high the prices might go in the 
meantime. 

The present bill provides for the collection of a fee upon 
the importation of the commodity during a marketing period 
in respect of it and for the collection of an equivalent fee upon 
the importation of any food product manufactured in whole or 
in part from such commodity. The President suggested in his 
veto IOessage that while the provision for collecting an equali
Zfltion fee on processing would require millers, for example, to 
purchase their wheat at a price level that would include both 
tariff and equalization fee, nevertheless the flour manufac
tqred therefrom would have to be sold in competition with 
manufactured flour that had paid the tariff but was manu
factured from wheat that had paid no equalization fee. This, 
it was pointed out, would subject the millers to disadvantage in 
competition with flour imports. It was for the purpose of obvi
ating this condition that the collection of a fee on importations 
under certain ch·cumstances is authorized. 

i 
Thus have all the objections urged by the President been sub- 1 

stantially met save the equalization fee, and it is set out in the 
bill specifically as an alternative remedy. 

In other words, the board is not authorized to resort to the 
plan of operating. through marketing agreements and equaliza
tion fees until the provisions for surplus control through loans 
to cooperative associations have proven ineffective. The board 
must find that there is a surplus, that loans to cooperatives 
are ineffective in controlling it, and that the commodity is 
adapted to the use of marketing agreements. These are all 
findings of fact to be made by the board itself before entering 1 

into marketing agreements with cooperative associations or cor- I 
porations created and controlled by them. 1 

When the board enters into any marketing agreement it j 
makes the revolving fund responsible, through the stabilization 
fund for the commodities, for any losses which may be in- 1 

curred under the agreement. Since the marketing agreements 1 

are to be resorted to only when the board finds them necessary I 
to secure the regulation of interstate and foreign commerce 1 

intended by this measure, this contribution which each unit is ~ 
required .to make is known as the equalization fee and is pro- 1 

vided as a neces-·ary incident to the regulation of such com- 1 

merce. The board is directed to establish a stabilization fund 1 

for each commodity dealt with through the marketing agree
ments. the money in such fund to be in the first instance ad
vanced by the board out of the revolving fund. 

The equalization fee is collected upon any commodity and I 

deposited in the stabilization fund to make good any payments 1 

required under the marketing agreements, so that the advances 1 

from the revolving fund may be repaid as equalization fees are 1 

received. It is provided that these advancements shall be r~ 1 

turned to the revolving fund, together with 4 per cent interest. 1 

Those who are opposed to surplus-control legislation ·have 
singled out the equalization fee as the most vital point of ob
jection. It remains the only point of objection in the bill. 1 

Much of the opposition to the equalization-fee provisions comes 
not from the farmers themselves but from those who appar- 1 

ently oppose any farm-relief legislation. Whatever fee may be 1 

collected will be paid by the farmers them elves, and strang~ ' 
as it may seem, little, if any, reflected in the prices to be paid by 
the consumer. It is the first time I have ever known of any · 
group appearing before Congress asking for relief and offering 
to pay the cost of that relief out of their own pockets rather I 
t11an out of the Federal Treasury. 

It is argued that it is unconstitutional. That question would I 
of necessity have to be determined by the Supreme Court. No 
man can now say it is or is not constitutional. Able and con- · 
scientious lawyers differ on this question, as they have differed 1 

on all major pieces of legislation heretofore passed. It is said ' 
that such a plan as is proposed by the equalization fee is without 
precedent. The principle- is as old as government itself. In 
its practical effect there is little, if any, difference between 
the principle involved in the equalization fee and those em
ployed in local improvements under paving, drainage, or ini
gation projects. The recapture clause in the transi>ortation act 
of 1920 applied the equalization-fee principle to the railroads. 
In the Federal reserYe act, as well as the transportation act, 
Congress employed the principle of requiring contributions to be 
made under certain circumstances in the interest of the con
tributors. Under the provisions of the Federal reserve act every 
national bank is required to be a member of the Federal reserve 
bank of the district in which it is located and is required to 
subscribe to the capital stock of it Federal reserve bank in a 
sum equal to 6 per cent of its paid-in capital stock and surplus. 
The national bank that fails or refuses to join the Federal 
reserve system forfeits its charter. 

The equalization fee provision has been placed in · this bill at 
the request of the fanners themselves. I regard it as an 
expression not only of their desire to pay their own way but 
as evidence of their unwillingness to ask for or acc-ept a subsidy 
from their Government. 

Opponents of the equalization-fee plan contend that it is not 
only unworkable but in violation of the Constitution. This bill 
has been very carefully drawn so as to provide two distinct and 
entirely separable remedies. It is provided that the board shall 
first try to bring about 1;he desired relief through loans to 
cooperative associations at a low rate of interest. This plan 
has frequently been suggested by the Secretary of Agriculture 
and many others who do not approve the equalization-fee plan. 
The alternative plan, in case of failure of the first remedy to 
accomplish the purposes of this act, is the making of marketing 
agreements by the board which shall provide that the cost and 
losses on tran. actions authodzed under the agreements shall be 
paid by the commodity whose producers receive the direct bene
fits. The bill is so drawn that if any court in any proceeding 
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should restrain the board from entering into marketing agree
ments financed by the equalization fee or if the Supreme Court 
of the United States should hold such provisions to be in con
flict with the Constitution, the bill would still present a work
able whole and the board could proceed under the first plan 
without interruption. 

In conclusion, I should like to suggest that if this bill be
comes a law it will be one or two years at least before the 
boa1·d can become thoroughly organized and conversant with its 
duties to such an extent as to successfully put in operation and 
try out the first plan set out in this bill for bringing about 
agricultural relief. In my judgment, another two years would 
elapse before the board could definitely determine that · loans 
through cooperative associations, as provided in section 5 of 
this bill, had failed to accomplish the purposes of this measure. 
I wish to further suggest that if this bill becomes a law the 
board appointed under its provisions will be composed of men 
who will bend every effort toward making the first plan pro
vided by this bill effective in order that they may not be 
called upon to put in operation the alternative plan. If, as its 
opponents contend, this bill is unconstitutional, ample oppor
tunity will be given to determine that fact before it could work 
any hardship upon either producer or consumer or do any 
violence to any of the rights guaranteed to all our people under 
the Constitution. - [Applause.] 

I wish to suggest further just one thought which is prompted 
by ·a speech on the floor this afternoon. Who would appoint 
this board? The President of the United States, without any 
limitation whatever. If this bill were to be signed within the 
next 10 days or 2 weeks, our own President Coolidge, for 
whom I have the highest regard and whose sympathy with 
agriculture I do not question, would appoint this Federal farm 
board~ I repeat, it would take a year and maybe two years 
before that board appointed by him without restriction could 
orient itself and find out its duties and begin intelligently to 
handle this question, and I undertake to say that after they 
had organized and bad gotten started and had tried to stabilize 
agriculture under section 5 of the bill it would take another 
two years before they would find out that the thing would not 
work, if it did not work. We have been told time and time 
again by the Secretary of Agriculture, and we have been told 
by gentlemen on the floor of this House who sympathize with 
other . bills similar to that in character, that through these 
loaning provisions to cooperative associations we may stabilize 
and strengthen agriculture. Follow my thought, if I have not 
muddied the water too much to express it intelligently: The 
two years having elapsed, and another two years in which to 
perhaps find out the thing is not workn.ble, it is not unreason
able to assume that within that time the constitutionality of 
this alternative plan which I still designate as a "pinch hitter" 
can be determined. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PURNELL. I am very sorry, but I promised more time 

than I have. I yielded back for this addition the time I have 
not occupied of the last five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back three minutes. 
Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield nine minutes to the 

gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. HALL]. 
Mr. HALL of North Dakota. Mr. Chairman, the subject of 

legislation in behalf of agriculture has been before the country 
for many years and particularly has it been one of the major 
subjects during the past seven years. Hundreds of speeches 
have been made in this Chamber on the subject of doing some
thing which would more nearly place the farming classes upon 
an equality with the industries and labor. Paper enough bas 
been used in the publication of speeches and articles on the 
subject to cover every foot of farm land on the continent and 
we have not yet received that for which we have so long sought. 
The Agricultural Committees of the Senate and House have 
favorably reported the bill now under consideration with the 
recommendation that the bill be passed, and the Senate · has 
passed it in most of its essential parts. 

r am convinced that :finance, industry, and labor recognize 
that agriculture is in a bad way. The banking business has 
been caused to shift its operations since the deflation in land 
values and produce prices. Many banks have been forced to 
close. Industry is beginning to feel the reaction, and labor has 
recognized the peril for many years. 

The farmer is convinced that with a little help in the way of 
laws ancl extension of credits that agriculture can work out a 
solution to the problem. He sees the railroads protected and 
encouraged at an enormous Government outlay. He sees indus
tl·y protected by tariff rates and trade rules and practices, bot 
not much for him. He finds labor protected from competition 
by the high wall of the immigration act. The farmer is not 

greatly opposed to this, but he is sure that he bas been slighted 
and almost entirely foi,.gotten ln the great- scheme of things. 

The railways complain of high tax-e-s and tell us that for 
every tick of your watch the railroads pay $11 in taxe-s. That 
may be true, and if it is, then for every tick of your watch 
the farmers of .America are paying $26 in taxes. 

It is time that industry and labor should be awake. The 
farm buildings of America have an estimated value of $12,000,-
000,000. The life of a farm building is about 50 years, so there 
is an annual market for about $300,000,000 a year worth of 
lumber, hardware, building materials, and labor. There is 
almost $3,000,000,000 invested in farm machinery, which has 
tQ be renewed every 10 years, or at the rate of $200,000,000 a 
year. Industry and labor should study the situation. 

This McNary-Haugen bill endeavors to set up a Federal 
farm board of 12 men to be appointed by the President; one 
man from each of the Federal land bank districts, with the 
Secretary of Agriculture an ex officio member. 

The general purposes of the measure are : 
First, to preserve advantageous domestic markets for the 

commodity. 
Second, to prevent surpluses from unduly depressing the 

price obtained for t11e commodity and from causing undue and 
excessive fluctuation in its market. 

Third, to minimize speculation and waste in marketing the 
commodity. 

Fourth, to further the organization of agricultural producers 
into cooperative marketing associations. 

You are· all quite familiar with the general provisions o:f the 
bilL -

Mr. Chairman, I want to direct my remarks to the minority 
report against the bill as submitted on the 11th day of April by 
Congressman JOHN C. KETcHAM, of Michigan, and Congressman 
MARTIN JoNES of Texas, members of the House Committee on 
Agriculture, which deals with the question of agricultural sur
plus control . in two parts : First, an outline of the reasons for 
their dissent from the majority approval of the Haugen bill, 
and, secondly, a brief of arguments in favor of tile export 
debenture plan. 

This minority report in its opening statements cla hes with 
the facts when it says: 

H. R. 12687 with its equalization fee feature can not apparently 
receive the approval of tbe Chief Executive, whereas the export deben
ture .{>lan has no such handicap. 

No one in Washington really believes that the President 
would sign the export debenture bill. The proponents of the 
debenture plan in this minority report admit that it would take 
approximately $146,000,000 annually from the United States 
Treasury by reducing customs income. That is, the adoption 
of the debenture plan would keep out of the Treasury $146,-
000,000 annually, based on a normal crop production. Other 
estimates show a greater loss to the Treasury. How would such 
an annual cut in income square with the administration's pro
gram for tax reduction? 

The most important objections in the President's message 
accompanying his veto of the McNary-Haugen bill last year also, 
apply against the debenture plan. The debenture plan would 
apply only to those crops of which we produce an exportable 
surplus. This was one of tlie chief objections of the President 
against the M<!.l~ary-Haugen bill of the last session. The 
debenture plan would have the effect of furnishing American 
farm supplies to foreign consumers at prices lower than those 
obtaining in the domestic ma1·ket, to which the President stren
uously objected. The debenture plan offers an indirect subsidy 
to agriculture, which the President has repeatedly condemned 
and which the farmers do not want. 

In his message to Congress on December 6, 1927, President 
Coolidge said : 

The most efi'ective means of dealing with surplus crops is to rednce 
the surplus acreage • • •. It can not be sound for all of the people 
to hire some of the people to produce a crop which neither the producer 
nor tbe rest of the people want. 

In the same message be pointed out that a " Government 
subsidy would be bound to result in disaster." 

In outlining their " reasons for dissatisfaction with H. n. 
12687," the Haugen bill, Congressmen KETCHAM and JoNEs list 
first its alleged unconstitutionality. I am not a lawyer, but it 
seems to me that if tl1ere is any one thing certain about legi@
lation of the character either of the debenture plan or of the 
Haugen bill, it is that the constitutional question is certain to 
be raised in a court action. You may depend up·on it that the 
debenture plan, if it should be enacted; would be attacked in· 
court just as quickly as would the Haugen bill. American cot-' 
ton manufacturers, for example, wbo would be compelled to buy 
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their raw material on a higher basis than that at which their 
foreign corppetitors secure their supply, would be certain to 
enjoin the plan. 

The general constitutional questions involved in either plan 
can not be settled here. Their supporters in Congress believe 
in the constitutionality of their respective proposals. The final 
decision will rest with the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Mr. BURTNESS. fr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
l\1r. HALL of North Dakota. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I notice in the Haugen bill, section 18, 

provision is made that if any section of the law should be de
clare-d unconstitutional, that would not_ apply to other provisions 
of the law? 

Mr. HALL of North Dakota. That is true. 
Mr. BURTNESS. So the situation, therefore, is this, that 

e-ven if the equalization fee is rleclared unconstitutional the rest 
of the law would remain in effect. 

l\fr. HALL of North Dakota. That is correct. 
Mr. BURTNESS. And if the Attorney General and the Presi

dent were correct when the -veto was made that the equaliza
tion fee is unconstitutional, then even if this bill is signed, when 
a decision of the court to the effect that the equalization fee is 
uncon titutional is made, that would not in any way affect any 
of the rest of the bill, and a g1·eat many of the most ardent 
opponents of this bill and of the equalization fee have stated 
on the floor of the House that the bill without the equalization 
fee would work and be applicable. Am I correct? 

1\fr. HALL of North Dakota. Certainly. 
:Mr. BURTNESS. Does the gentle-man see any reason for 

not supporting the bill upon the part of anyone who believes 
the e-qualization fee is unconstitutional if he likewise believes 
that the bill otherwise would work? 

Mr. HALL of North Dakota. Not so; not at all. 
Aside from the auotation from the opinion of the Attorney 

General, which is -completely answered in the brief on the 
legal phases of the Haugen bill, contained in the majority report, 
page 36 to 46, inclu ive, thi · minority report quotes some un
named authority-the quotation is from the speech of Senator 
WALSH of Montana-as asserting-
that the public funds can not be taken out of the Public Treasury, 
funds contributed by all the taxpayers, and tUI·ned over to a private 
individual or association of private business. 

This particular constitutional objection would apply against 
the revolving fund authorized to be appropriated in the Ke-tcham 
bill just as certainly as it would apply against the Haugen 
bill. There is absolutely no difference, therefore, there is no 
point to this objection in the minority report. 

The minority views consider in some detail the provision in 
the Haugen bill which requu·e the board to find that the Joan 
provisions have been ineffective in controlling the surplus before 
it can enter into marketing agreements with reference to any 
crop, to be financed from the equalization fee. The minority 
report assumes that loans will be ineffective in controlling the 
&m·plus, therefore, it proceeds to the conclusion that, "Govern
ment purcha e and exportation of the surplus " is the direct 
purpose of the Haugen bill. 

As a matter vf fact there is no Government purchasing or 
exportation provided in the Haugen bill. The Government 
board, under the present bill, has two main functions-to ad
mini ter special loans to cooperatives, and to make marketing 
agreements with them for handling surpluses. Both functions 
are intended to assist in developing strong busine-ss agencies 
representing and controlled by farmers. 

Under the present bill there is no GoT'ernment corporation 
to buy or sell. The extent of Government participation is to 
collect the common fund from the producers of a commodity 
through equalization fees and to make it available to meet the 
costs and losses of surplus control contra<.'ts. 

Cooperative associations or corporations created by them, or 
other existing agencies where there are no cooperatives, would 
do the buying, storing, and selling involved. The Government 
agency proposed by this bill would, of course, be a new factor 
in business, but then the farmer says, the Government is al
ready "in business" in almost innumerable ways, so why draw 
the line when he is to be the beneficiary? 

Another reason for dissent outlined in the minority report, 
already referred to, is that the Haugen bill faces a certainty 
of. pre idential veto. It is no more certain that the President 
would veto the Haugen bill in its revised form than that he 
would -veto the debenture bill. 

Certainly the probability of the veto can not be raised as an 
objection exclusively to the Haugen bill, in view of the Presi
dent's many statements which would seem to disapprove directly 
of the principles of the debenture plan. 

It is also objected that years of delay would follow the enact
ment of the Haugen bill before its provisions could be made 
effective. On this point it should be observed that no problem 
is settled permanently until it is settled right. Certainly any 
far-reaching legislation would have to undergo a period of test 
as to its constitutionality-the debenture plan just the same as 
the Haugen bill. But that is not the real heart of the matter. 
The question for Congress to determine is, What is the proper 
and effective method of meeting the agricultural problem? The 
only enduring form of relief is that which permits agriculture 
to pay its own way. No subsidy, direct or indirect, open or 
disguised, will be long tolerated by the American people--and 
that is one of the fundamental objections to the debenture plan. 

It is objected further that the equalization fee adds another 
tax to the farmers who are already overburdened with taxation. 
Certainly this objection is poorly founded and far-fetched. The 
collection of the equalization fee is indirect. If the net result 
of operations under the Haugen bill is to increase and stabilize 
farm prices, as both the fiiends and opponents in their argu
ments have conceded, there is no ground to charge that the 
farmer's taxes are increased thereby. 

The equalization fee in this bill will have the effect of dis
couraging increased production. 
Th~ cost of disposing the surplus is assessed back against the 

grower through the equalization fee. If the growers increase 
their acreage--and their surplus-because of better prices, the 
equalization fee will also increase in size and thus discourage 
production. It will serve as a deterrent to increased surpluses. 

The argument that-
the proponents have singled out , the farmer and imposed upon him an 
equalization fee in order that he may get what is said to be the "Other 
end of the tariff while the manufacturer gets his protection without 
any fee at all-

is Epecious and unsound. If manufacturers produce a surplus, 
its disposition requires that the costs and charges involved in 
handling it, and the loss if it is sold abroad at less than the 
domestic tariff-protected price, shall be absorbed by the in
dustry that has produced the surplus. That is precisely what 
the bill proposes for agricultural surplus crops. Economically 
the course of the manufacturing industry with a surplus, and 
that of agricultural producers under the proposed bill, would be 
identical. The cases are on all fours, except that the farmers, 
who because of their numbers lack the power to act cohesively, 
and who because of their lack of control over the forces of 
production, can not control the volume of the aggregate out
put, would be given by the Haugen bill the necessary supple
mental power to do what industry in practice now does for 
itself. 

In listing the advantages of the export-debenture plan the 
minority report first explains that the provisions for a farm 
board and a revolving fund for loans to cooperative associations 
are included in both bills. 

The argument on the debenture plan itself is largely an 
explanation of how the plan is expected to operate. There is 
no occasion for discussing this ·explanation in detail, but 
some of the disadvantages of the debenture plan may be 
briefly mentioned. 

From the standpoint of the Corn Belt the debenture plan set 
forth in this bill has practically nothing to offer. The live
stock debenture rates are so small that the advantage would 
probably be absorbed by the packers and exporters. Corn is 
not primarily an export crops. The foreign market for our corn 
is limited, and the domestic price is not controlled definitely 
by the price for an exportable surplus. The problem with corn, 
as with cotton, is to provide a sound and workable method for 
controlling the marke-ting of the surplus in the interest of pr~ 
ducers, not of stimulating the domestic price by forcing an in
creased exportation by means of a premium or bounty. 

As far as cotton is concerned, a 2-cent export premium would 
undoubtedly work to bring about substantially a 2-cent differ
ence between domestic and world prices. That is, compared 
with the present relationship between foreign and domestic 
price for raw cotton, this act in ·effect would tend to raise 
the cost of cotton to domestic buyers 2 cents per pound over 
the cost of cotton to foreign buyers. This does not mean, how
ever, that the 2-cent premium on cotton exports would result 
in an absolute raise of 2 cents per pound in the domestic 
market for raw cotton. American cotton exports amount to 
approximately two-thirds of the world's international trade in 
cotton. If exports were stimulated by the 2-cent bounty, it is 
a question whether the result would be to raise domestic prices 
2 cents per pound or to lower the world price 2 cents per pound. 
Probably in operation the 2 cents per pound premium on cotton 
would depress the world price some and raise the domestic price . 
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some. The measure of difference between them would be 2 
cents per pound compared with the present relationship between 
world and domestic prices. 

The debenture bill authorizing issuance of export debentures 
at half the rate of the existir..g duties on swine and pork, 
cattle and beef, corn, rice, and wheat and flour. In addition 
it authorizes the issuance of debentures on cotton at the rate 
of 2 cents per pound and on tobacco at 10 per cent ad valorem. 

In addition to these listed co-mmodities, the bill authorizes 
the board to designate any other agricultm;al commo-dities as 
" debenturable" whenever certain findings are made, the de
benture in each case being limited to the amount of the tariff. 

It is impossible to estimate the total value of the export 
debentures which would be issued under this plan because no 
one ca n foretell what additional commo-dities might be made 
debenturable by action of the board. Also, it is impossible to 
predict what the increase in the volume of our expo-rts would 
be under the stimulus of export to bounties of debentures. 
Certainly the total di-version from the Treasury on account o-f 
export debentures would be no less than the $146,000,000 
estimated by the members of the committee who submitted the 
minority report. 

If the debenture plan had been applied to the wheat sur
pluses during the years 1924 to 1927, the gain in price at 21 
cents per bushel would have amounted to $705,268,280; and 
the cost of the operations to the Government would have been 
$142,488,630, or a gain of $526,783,640. Under the equaliza
tion-fee plan the net gain would have been $906,949,742, or an 
advantag-e to the wheat farmer of $398,166,092 over the de
benture plan. If the debenture plan had been in o-peration 
during those four years on corn, the advance in corn prices 
would have totaled $802,866,000. The cost to the Government 
would have been $4,999,500, or a net gain of $797,875,500, 
whereas by the equalization fee in operatio-n the advance in 
values would have reached $1,690,046,033, or a gain of $892.-
170,533, a difference in favor of the __equalization-fee plan as 
against the debenture plan of $94,29o,033. Therefore, -I feel 
that the equalization-fee plan is much to be preferred. [Ap
plause.] 

The CHAIRMA.l.~. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. PURNELI..~. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recog
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com
mittee there is no man on the Committee on Agriculture more 
qualifi~ to speak about the contents of the bill than my col
league from Indiana [l\Ir. PURNELL]. I hope that the Mem
bers will read his explanation of the bill in the RECORD, be
cause he has been the man selected by the committee to give 
the details and explain the workings of the bill. 

The main controversy involved in the bill is the controversy 
concerning the equalization fee. Our good friend from New 
Jersey [Mr. Fon.T] and other opponents have agreed that the 
bill is workable without the fee, and they will vote for the bill 
if we only agree to accept this modification. They approve 
the bill up to and including section 8. 

Mr. FORT. The gentleman also agrees that it is a workable 
bill? 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes. But it is necessary to have the 
equalization fee in the event the l<X\fi provision proves ine~ec
tive. The provision is sound and should be a part of the law. 
The loan provision to cooperatives, together with the equaliza
tion, will encourage cooperation and will assist the farmers in 
building up their own business marketing organization. The 
equalization fee is the pinch hitter to be used in case of real 
emergency. 

The Committee on Agriculture of the House has worked dili
gently for months in an effort to bring before Congress a bill 
which should be enacted into law and a piece of legislation that 
will be of real benefit to agriculture. It is without doubt the 
best farm relief bill offered by the committee since farm legis
lation became the important question before Congress. 

Agriculture, the basic industry of this country, is entitled to 
a square deal, and that is all that the proponents are asking in 
the bill under consideration. 

I have just read with a great deal of interest an editorial 
from the New York World commenting on farm legislation, as 
follows: 

If Congress could draft a plan of farm relief which the East believed 
would bring all the benefit the sponsors of the McNary-Haugen plan 
claim for their measure it is a safe wager that eastern industrialists 
would urgP. its adoption. '.rhe plain truth of the matter is that the 
western Congressmen have failed to convince the business leaders, even 

of their own section, that they have found a retnedy for the ills of 
agriculture. 

The position taken by this paper evidently expresses the view 
of certain business interests and professional speculators 
throughout the country-particularly in the East. If the farm
ers of the United States would be compelled to first submit a 
plan of farm relief legislation to the e business interests no 
legislation of real benefit would ever be enacted. 

The agricultural sections of this country are never consulted 
by the business groups when it comes to matters of legisla
tion affecting industry or banking, and it would therefore 
seem logical that the farmers and their representatives should 
play the important role in the shaping of farm legislation. 

A survey of the agricultural States discloses the fact that 
the majority of business men in agricultural sections favor the 
enactment of the McNary-Haugen bill as it is now be.fore the 
House. Retailers, wholesalers, bankers, and other professional 
men throughout the Middle West have generally gone on record 
for the enactment of this bill. They realize that their success 
and prosperity are largely dependent upon farming, and conse
quently they have now joined hands with the farmers to bring 
about the enactment of beneficial farm legislation. 

The present bill has been approved by the majo-rity of farm 
organizations of the country and we believe that these ot-gani
zations, through their r epresentatives, speak for the American 
farmer. l\lany farmers have appeared before the committee in 
approval of the bill. 

The proponents of farm legislation are of the opinion that 
the McNary-Haugen bill now under consideration meets the 
majority of the objections of the presidential veto of last ye-ar. 
The only controversial point in question is the equalization fee. 
The objection to the fee is met with the provision that the 
board shall not put it into operation until such time as the 
loaning and cooperative features have proved ineffective to 
handle the marketing of the surplus. 

Mr. WIN'l'ER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes. 
l\fr. WINTER. Before the gentleman leaves the equalization

fee matter, which he has just mentioned, I want to say that 
the inquiries of the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. BURT
NEBS] were very pertinent in that regard. It is clear to me 
that those Members who are convinced and clear in their own 
minds that the equalization fee is unconstitutional are perfectly 
justified in opposing the bill on that ground, and equally and 
obviously so- those who are clear in their minds and convinced 
that the bill is constitutional will be fully justified in voting 
for it. But probably there are Members of the House who are 
doubtful on that point. Those Members who are doubtful on 
the ground of the constitutionality of the equalization fee are 
certainly justified in taking the same position that the Supreme 
Court will take when it decides that section, and that is that 
if it not clear that it is unconstitutional they will sustain it and 
hold it to be constitutional. 

1\!r. ANDRESEN. The gentleman is correct, and any doubt 
as to the constitutionality of the fee by Members should be 
resolved in favor of the bill. 

The bill not only has the approval of the American farmer 
but it also meets the requirements and fulfills the pledges of 
the Republican and Demo-cratic Parties, as set forth in the 
1924 platforms of both parties. Since both parties have agreed 
to aid agriculture, the question of farm relief can not J;>e con
sidered as a political issue, and it is now up to both s1des o-f 
the HouNe to support this measure in order to carry out the 
pledges and promises to the greatest industry in this co~mh·y. 
The ultimate welfare of nearly 30,000,000 people hang m the 
balance pending a satisfactory solution of this great economic 
question, and it is therefore high time that Congres. ta~es some 
definite action in the solution of this great questiOn, m order 
to avoid the repetition of the last four years. 

If the leaders in Congress and Government would have sho~n 
the same constructive interest in the question of farm-relief 
legislation as they have in the matter of flood control and other 
legislation, a satisfactory solution would have been reached long 
ago. There bas been no spirit of get together on their part, and 
they have yet to make the offer to sit down and across the table 
work out a common problem. 

Many bitter critics of farm relief, both in and out of Congress, 
deal in generalities, denouncing the bill before us, but these 
same critics have nothing to offer as a suggestion toward the so
lution of the farm problem. They admit, however, that we h!lve 
a real problem to solve, and since they have offered nothmg, 
they should at least be willing to try out the solution offered 

, by the farmers themselves. . 
The general policy of the bill is to promote orderly marketrng 

of all agricultural commodities. It is not a price-fixing meas-
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ure, and it only seeks to give the farmer or producer the benefit 
of existing tariff schedudes on his products. 

I might say in regard to the tariff, to which reference was 
made a few moments ago, particularly as to the recent tariff 
bill, the Fordney-McCumber Act, it has been claimed that 
this mea ure is of no benefit to agriculture. If it were not for 
that tariff act you would see millions of bushels of wheat 
shipped in from Canada, and other agricultm:al commodities 
shipped in from other countries, to come in competition with 
cur own production. The agricultural schedules of our tariff 
bill do at least this, that they prevent the importation of these 
commodities to any great extent. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. 1\fr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

1\Ir. ANDRESEN. Yes. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Is it not a fact that for a time last year 

wheat was higher in price in Winnipeg, Canada, than it was in 
Minneapolis? 

l\lr. ANDRESEN. Yes. I realize that that was the fact, but 
the reason why it was higher in Canada than in Minneapolis 
was largely due to the cooperative po~l that is operating up in 
Canada, where the pool controls the greater portion of Canadian 
wheat. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman believes that that was 
what affected the price? 

Mr. Al~DRESEN. Partly. That shows what can be done 
under this bill. Under section 5 the cooperatives could form a 
corporation and create a pool of American wheat just as they 
do in Canada, and the equalization fee will automatically bring 
all domestic wheat under control of the pool. 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. May I ask the gentleman if that is 
the law in Canada? 

Mr. Al\"DRESEN. I presume there is a law in Canada 
permitting the pool. 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Can they not do the same thing 
here now? 

1\fr. ANDRESEN. Yes; they could do the same thing, but at 
present there is no governmental supervision over it, and they 
can not function as a farm organization should unless the 
Government is back of them. If the Government assumes the 
supervision of the work, it will be more effective and the pro
ducers will have confidence in cooperation. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

1\fr. ANDRESEN. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Is not this also largely due to two other 

factors, one of them being a reduction of freight rates in 
Canada from the farm to t11e terminal, and the other a very 
large wheat crop in the so-called spring-wheat area of the 
United States, with the result that we in the United States 
were under the necessity of importing wheat-more of the 
protein wheat-than the millers of the country needed? 

l\Ir. ANDRESEN. Yes. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. And therefore, if the gentleman will yield, 

this provision for the e:xc.lusion of the protein wheat should be 
stricken out? 

1\fr. Al\TDRESEN. I think not. I know we can produce all 
the wheat we need in this country without competition from 
any foreign country. 

I might also say in connection with the statement of the 
gentleman from North Dakota [1\Ir. BURTNEss] that a large 
number of speculators have gone up into the Canadian market 
and speculated and probably forced the price up to a large 
extent. 

The manufacturer who can control his production enjoys the 
benefit of a high protective tariff. Labor has its restricted im
migration which brings about a higher wage level The rail
roads and other public service corporations, as well as financial 
interests, are the beneficiaries of legislation backed up by favor
a"Qle court interpretations, so that they -are all generally recog
nized through operation of law as being entitled to a profit and 
fair return upon their investment. This is all the farmer is 
asking in the present legislation, and he is willing to finance his 
own operation as provided in the bill. 

'Vhen the last tariff law was enacted it was intended to be 
particularly favorable to agricultural products. Unfortunately, 
on account of large surpluses of certain products, the farmers 
have received only a small benefit, and they have been compelled 
on account of the surpluses to compete in a world market. This 
world market fixes not only the price of the surplus but also 
regulates the price of the large portion of the crop sold in 
domestic consumption. 

The farmers have been continually encouraged by the Govern
ment to raise a surplus, and therefore this legislation seeks to 
bring about the readjustment so that the American producer 
will have h~s proper place in our economic life. It attempts to 

give him an Amerkan price for the portion of his crop sold and 
consumed in thi~ country. . 

Congress can not legislate prosperity for any inefficient pro
ducer, laborer, or business man; but C011gre s can and should 
encourage honest and efficient' effort on the part of our citizens 
as long as we proceed under the theory of the protection of 
American institutions. 

Statistics disclose that there are nearly 6,000,000 farms in the 
United States ha1ing a population of nearly 30,000,000 people, 
and consequently the farmer becomes an important factor in our 
economic life. His producing or purchasing power is the deter
mining factor in the welfare and prosperity of the entire 
counh·y. 

The farmers are the only annual producers of new wealth. 
Billions of dollars' worth of new wealth is annually taken from 
old Mother Earth by the toil and effort ·of the farmers. Their 
purchasing power is greater than any other single group. They 
need equipment and machinery in their business, and they are 
entitled to have and enjoy the luxuries and comforts of an 
American standard of living. 

Thousands of cities and villages in this country and their in· 
habitants are to a large extent dependent upon the purchasing 
power of the farmers. If agriculture prospers, thes~ people 
prosper. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minne-
sota has expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
three minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recog· 
nized for three minutes more. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. The agricultural problem is not a local or 
class question. It is a nation-wide problem, and it is a pleasure 
to note that the entire country has at last come to the realiza· 
tion that something must be done for agr·iculture. 

Secretary Jardine recently stated in an article in the Wash
ington Star: 

Farm relief is not a war cry. It is a national need. Not for nothing 
has that need been widely studied and discussed during the last few 
years--so studied and discussed that it is everywhere awakening city 
people to an interest in what used to be thought only a farmer's prob
lem. City people are beginning to understand that the farm problem is 
also their problem, to realize that efficient and prosperous agriculture is 
fundamental to general national prosperity. It is well that it is so. 

For understanding and sympathetic interest of city people are neces· 
sary to secure legislation helpful to agriculture. 

No one under stands better than the farmer that national legislation is 
no panacea for all ills, yet there is real opportunity for helpfulness by 
the enactment of carefully studied programs both by the National Con
gress and by the legislatures of the separate States. 

I agree with the Secretary and believe that he should fall in 
line and give sympathetic support to the bill before us. The 
1\IcNary-Haugen bill has taken in all of tl1e principles advo
cated by tile Secretary, and it has gone a step further to pro
vide for an equalization fee to be paid by the farmers, in the 
event the other provisions prove ineffective. 

The President, who has indicated a sympathetic interest 
toward agticulture, should approve the bill for the following 
reasons: 

First. The majority of his objections to the bill passed in the 
Sixty-ninth Congress have been met. 

Second. The equalization fee, to which he objected, does not 
go into effect until the loaning and cooperative features have 
proved ineffecti-re. 

Third. It fulfills the pledge of the Republican Party. 
Fourth. The President selects the members of the Federal 

farm board, who are responsible for the administration of the 
act, and I assume that he would appoint qualified men as mem
bers of the board-men who would be sympathetic to agricul
ture and who would administer the law in a bu ines like way. 
He should sign the bill, so that a fair trial may be gi-ren to the 
only piece of legislation which has the appro-ral of the majority 
of the farmers of this country. 

In conclusion, I want to say that I represent an agricultural 
district . . I have just received a telegram from 1\Ir. George W. 
Freeman, secretary of the Goodhue County Farm BuTeau in 
which he says : ' 

Hon. A. H. ANDRESEN, 

Oongressman: 

ZUMBROTA, MDrN., A.pt'il 30, 1928, 

Goodhue County Farm Bureau passed resolution favoring McNary
Haugen bill. 

GEo. W. FREE~UN, Secretary. 
I would also like to inform the membership of the House that 

every county in my district, which is an agricultural district, 
has gone on record, in convention assembled, in favor of the 
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McNary-Haugen bill; that the State Republican convention 
recently held in lJlY State adopted a resolution unanimously 
favoring the McNary-Haugen bill with the equalization fee--l 
said unanimously; probably I should have stated that there was 
1 county delegation in my State' out of the 86 counties which 
did not support this bill ; otherwise I think you will find the 
State of Minnesota to be unanimous on the proposition of the 
McNary-Haugen bill. [Applause.] 

RECESS 

Mr. PURNELL. l\lr. Chairman, under the previous order of 
the House, I move that the committee do now take a recess until 
8 o'clock p. ru. · 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 11 
minutes p.m.) the committee stood in recess until 8 o'clock p.m. 

·EVENING SESSION 
At 8 o'clock p. m. the Committee of the Whole House on the 

state of the Union resumed its session. 
l\Ir. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman. I yield 30 minutes to the gen

tleman from Iowa [1\fr. ROBINSON]. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman and colleagues, 

everyone agrees that one of our greatest national problems is 
the successful handling of our agricultural surpluses. 

The bill we are now considering, which is H. R. 12687, by my 
distinguished colleague from Iowa, Mr. HAUGEN, under Senate 
title S. 3555 will help solve this problem. 

If economic conditions arise under which a large and most im
portant section of the people are in distress and unable, ·as in
dividuals, to correct the trouble it clearly becomes the duty of 
the Government to provide the needed machinery to enable the 
individuals to act together in a collective way to overcome the 
harmful condition. Governments are organized to do for the 
governed what they, acting individually, can not do for them
selves. 

The absolute necessity of a change in the agricultural sitUa-
-tion seems to be admitted by all-any difference of opinion is 
rega1·ding the methods to be adopted. This problem might well 
be called everybody's problem, for it is that very thing. There is 
no business or pl'ofession in the Nation that is not vitally af
fected by the failill'e or the success of agriculture. 

It has been all too easy to feel and think that the severe de
pression in Agriculture is entirely a farmer's problem, and to 
permit him to bear the burden of it, and to work out his own 
salvation or to perish in the attempt and go down and cut and 
let others take his place. If this were true, it would be all 
wrong; but it is not true, for already there is something knock
ing at the door that shelters and protects business, industry, 
labor, and profession, and calling in a voice that grows more 
insistent the longer it is ignored. This problem is also your 
problem. The injustice that has been done agriculture is now 
reacting upon you. It will continue in ever-increasing amount 
until this wrong is righted. For your own best interest act 
now and help correct this wrongful situation. 

1\Ir. CLARKE. Will the gentleman permit a question? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa. With pleasure. 
1\Ir. CLARKE. Does not the gentleman think his suggestion, 

which I regard as the highly important germ of his argument, 
is this-act now. · 

Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa. From my genial friend from New 
York I would expect that to be a strong point. 

Mr. CLARKE. Then what can the distifioouished and ex
tremely capable Representative from Iowa expect with a presi
dential veto staring him in the face while the gentleman is 
recommending to his constituents especially acting now? 

:Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa. Will my colleague permit me to 
say it does not stare me in t11e face ; I see it one year in the 
rear. We have gone by it. 

Agriculture, industry, labor, interdependent, are so closely as
sociated together under our national policy of an American 
standard of living--of a protected home market for labor, for 
industry, and for agriculture, which shall be better and higher 
than exists anywhere else-that harm to one soon becomes 
harmful to all. 

United, we stand a self-sustaining prosperous nation; divided, 
we fail to measure up to the possibilities that are ours--of 
bringing to everybody, to all our people in every line of activity, 
a degree of prosperity, happiness, and succe s that the world 
has not previously known ; and I a k for agriculture only what 
I would gladly ask for labor or for industry were they in the 
same need, for failure of any one of these three would be dis
astrous to all. A homely illustration, but worthy of considera
tion: "Which leg of a three-legged stool is the most important?" 

This problem of agriculture is not a local one--not a State 
problem, but is a governmental, a national problem. It can be, 
and it must be, solved. 

The agriculture . problem is in reality a group of problems, 
involving among others: 

First, greater efficiency. 
Second, control of overproduction. 
Third, orderly marketing . . . 
Fourth, removal of surplus from competition in the home 

market. 
All for the purpose of securing a fair price for our products. 

We have in the past given much attention to the production 
side of agriculture and have succeeded to a remarkable degree. 
The business side, the marketing side, is the one that now needs 
improvement. 

The McNary-Haugen bill, if enacted into law, will solve some 
of these problems. Even doubters must admit that it is an 
attempt in tlle right direction and is wel1 worthy of a sincere 
thorough trial. Of this we can all be sure: That the proble~ 
will not be solved without national legislation and that control 
of surplus, which is absolutely necessary to success, can be 
brought about in no other way than by national authority. 

This bill might well be called a marketing bill, for it deals 
primarily with the dispoi>al of farm products. It is called the 
surplus control act because it provides therefor. 

What is the purpose of the bill? It is to give agriculture the 
opportunity to do just what other line of business and industry 
do, and rightly do; that is, to have control of the surplu supply 
of their product and tllus to have a protected, higher home 
market for the amount of their product u ed at home and the 
po.wer to dispose of their surplus products on the world's mar
kets without reducing the home market. The purpose of this 
legislation is also to stabilize the prices of farm products by 
removing the' surplus from competition in the domestic or home 
market. We are now producing and for many years have pro
duced a larger amount of food and other agricultural products 
than we need or can profitably use at home. There are nations 
that need these surplus farm products ; there are world markets 
on which they can be sold, but their prices are :fixed by lower 
standards of living than ours, by lower production costs, by 
cheaper labor, by economies we are not willing to exercise, and 
in most instances by cheaper land. Their ability to pay is less 
than ours. We can not meet this competition and maintain our 
American standard of living. We can not sell our entire farm 
production at a price based on this world price, and why should 
we do so? The exportable price of any commodity should not 
necessarily determine the home price. 

There is no greater reason for the farmer selling his products 
on the American market at the lower world price than for the 
manufacturer to sell his goods in America at the low world 
price. American labor-American manufacture; both entitled to 
the American home-protected price for their products. Is Amer
ican agriculture any less so? And it should be aid to the high 
credit of Ame1ican labor that the Federation of Labor agrees 
with this and has indor ed and approved this legislation. 

Does anyone question the statement tllat the world market 
price does, with certain minor limitations, control the home 
market price of agricultural products in which an uncontrolled 
surplus exists, with the result that the producer in America 
receives a price based on the cheaper production standards of 
the world, though his cost of production is much higher? The 
governor of the Federal reserve bank in Philadelphia in an 
address recently said : 

When one realizes the vast exports this country makes to Europe 
every year .and takes into consideration the fact that the export price 
of cotton, grain, and other surplus crops practically fixes the price on 
the whole crop--

. And so forth. 
Just what we have been claiming. Just what we say is wrong, 

unfair, and ruinous to American agriculture. 
Do we permit the price of manufactured commodities in Eng

land to fix the price we pay our factories in this country? 
We do not, and we should not. But we do ask them to cable 
us each day the price they will pay for our wheat, for flour, 
for cotton, for meat products, and our price here at home is 
largely base<l on the price they name. 

Do we permit the price of manufactured articles in efficient, 
hard-working Germany to fix the price we pay our manufac
turers in this country? We do not, and we should not. But 
we do ask them to wire us eacll day the price they will pay for 
our lard, our hog products, and other farm products; and our 
market here at home, for what is consumed at home, is largely 
based on their price less transportation charges. 

Why should the wage of labor abroad affect or control the 
wage of our home labor? It should not. If labor is underpaid, 
as it is in most countries in the wo·rld, that is no reason why it 
should be underpaid in America. If manufactured articles are 
made and sold in other parts of the world for less than the cost 
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of production in America, that is no r eason why our manufac
turers should sell their products at a loss here at home. Does 
not the same reasoning apply to farm products and their pro
ducers? 

We can afford, if necessary, to sell our surplus on the world 
market at a price the other nations can pay, provided we can 
have our own home domestic market, based on our home cost of 
production, and in fair proportion to the home price of other 
commodities. It is said, and the statistics show, that we con
sume from 85 to 90 per cent of our farm products, except 
cotton, at home. If we can receive for this amount, used at 
home, the protected home price, we can sell the balance or sur
plus of 10 to 15 per cent on the world markets and succeed; 
uut if we permit the low world price received for our surplus 
to control and fix the ho,me price and consequently we are com
pelled to sell our entire farm product at the low world price, 
we are placed at a disadvantage with industry. _we find the 
purchasing power or value of our farm products reduced .below 
par. We find our cost of production increased above par. We 
find that success is impossible and failure certain. There is no 
competitive business that can survive under similar conditions. 

We hear much about the law of supply and demand and its 
application to our problems by those opposed to this bill. How 
can the law of supply and demand work or function when 
eYerybody knows there is a supply exceeding the demand? The 
law of supply and demand is a fine old law. We are all for it; 
but we are not for the law of oversupply and consequent under
demand. 

Remove the exportable surplus from competition in the home 
market, and then the law of supply and demand can function; 
and it will determine the home price, and with orderly market
ing, brought about by cooperation, this price will be approxi
mately what it hould be, for it will be in proportion to the 
price of other things; and that is all we ask. · 

How shall this problem of surplus be handled? 
Shall we prevent a surplus of food products by reducing acre

age and breeding? Or shall we provide a means for taking care 
of any reasonable surplus that may arise by removing it from 
competition in the home ma1·ket, as pro·dded in the Haugen bill? 

Some say control produetion as does the manufacturer, limit 
the acreage to the amount that will produce the quantity de
sired, forgetting that even if this could be done, which I think 
is very doubtful, control of production goes far beyond this. 
Until man can control the element ·, the things that an all-wise 
Providence now eems to have re ·erved to Himself-slmshine 
and rain, heat and cold, wind aml torm, drought and :flood, 
insects and pests, boll weevil and corn borer, and the other 
things that are beyond his power, he can not safely attempt 
to closely control the production of food by limitation of acre
age. Nothing in a material way i so essential, so absolutely 
necessary, to an individual or to a nation as their food supply. 

1\fore nations ha•e been conquered by hunger than by armed 
forces. Abundance of food supplies is necessary to national 
safety. The dread of hunger is born in the human race. 'Ve 
are constantly proYiding against it. America has never known 
hunger or famine, but other parts of the world have; and it 
is a fearful thing. 

If there is to be any favored business or class it should 
. be the food producers, for they are more necessary than any 

other. No argument is needed to prove that the food supply 
sustains a more vital relation to a nation than any other 
product. A nation's safety lies in a food surplus. From a con
sumer's viewpoint, nothing could be more dangerous than limit
ing production each year to that year's consumption. It would 
mean at times a shortage and an exces ive price~ neither of 
which should occur. Our national and our personal safety 
and comfort demand a reasonable surplus production of food. 
Are we then not under obligation to care for it and to prevent 
its becoming harmful and a loss to the producer? · 

In 1923 Iowa produced 436,000,000 bushels of corn, in 1924 
Iowa produced 305,000,000 bushels of corn, in 1925 I owa pro
duced 492,000,000 bushels of corn, on practically the same num
ber of acres-a difference of 187,000,000 bushels in one year. 

The United States produced, in 1923, 3,000,000,000 bushels of 
corn ; 1924, 2,300,000,000 bushels of corn ; 1925, 2,900,000,000 
bushels of corn-a difference of six and seven hundl·ed million 
bushelS, with no very great difference in the acreage. 

Suppose we had reduced the acreage at the close of 1923, when 
we had the large crop, or increased the acreage at the close of 
1924, when we had a short crop. What might not have hap
pened? 

Is it not much safer, much better, to control the surplus when 
it comes than to attempt to control it by limitation of acreage 
before we know there will be any surplus? An ordinary Ameri
can-controlled surplus, as I see it, is not a thing to fear, not 
something that will harm us, but quite the opposite. 

Such a surplus properly controlled and handled need not be 
harmful, but helpful. But a surplu uncoBtrolled is harmful. 
It demoralize our markets and causes loss instead of profit. 
The Haugen bill proposes a workable plan of surplus control. 

May I ask a question and also answer it? The question is : 
Is an exportable surplus in any commodity de irable? 

If the answer is " yes," as I think it must be, may I then 
ask, Why should not agriculture produce its share of the sur· 
plus? I call your careful attention to these figures. 

We imported into the United States from foreign countries 
during the year 1927 commodities that cost us $4,184,378,182; 
and in the year 1926 the amount was $4,431,000,000, the dif
ference being caused by a 1~-er price for rubber and coffee in 
1927. 

It is interestiug to note that this included in 1927, 61,000,000 
bunches of bananas, and yet we sing, "Yes; we have no ba
nanas" ; and that rubber and raw silk are our largest imports 
in both years. Our imports for a number of years have been 
about $4,000,000,000 each year. We are steadily increasing the 
quantity we import. 

How sha~l \.ve pay for these goods? If with money, in a few 
years we w1ll be broke and bankrupt. We can not do that. We 
do pay for these imported goods by exports-of what? Of the 
surplus commodities we produce; that is what we are now 
doing. We would not send these comm<>dities out of our coun
try if they were needed here. The very fact that they are 
sent proves that they are surplus. Why should not agricul
ture share in the benefit received from producing this surplus? 

Wealth, to a considerable extent, remains in the section of 
the country in which it is produced. Our oil fields, our mines. 
our great automobile and steel plants, our great factories and 
industries prove that where wealth is produced or created, there 
in that general section of our colmtry much of it remains. 

Agricultural communities should share in this prosperity, this 
production and accumulation of wealth, and at the same time 
help pay the Nation's import bill by furni.shing their share of 
export products. 

What reason can be given for reducing farm production to a 
place where there is no urplus? I know but one: The mainte
nance of the home market at its proper price level without the 
lowering influence of a surplus that must be sold on a low world 
market. 

This is not a sufficient reason, and it disappears when we 
bring about surplus control as provided in the Haugen bill. 

This is in accord with American tradition. l!,rom the begin
n1n~ our national policy has been to encourage production-to 
encourage the growth and development of industry, of commerce, 
of a~riculture. We must not now discourage the growth of 
agriculture and encourage only industry and commerce. 

What objections are urged against this legislation? 
First. That it will increase the price of farm products and 

consequently increase the co 't of living. 
'l'hi is an admission that the legislation will be effective

will work-and will bring to the farmer the price he is en
titled to receive, and we agree with the objection up to this 
point. 

The farmer produces the unfinished "raw product." Industry 
makes of it the finished product, and business delivers it to the 
consumer. It is the price of the finished product, delivered, 
that affects the cost of living. Experience of the past few-years 

. clearly shows that the price of the raw product may go up or 
down without greatly changing the price of the finished product 
and often not changing it at al~. The cost of the raw material: 
the farm product -that enters mto a package of oatmeal, corn 
meal, a loaf of bread, the wool or the cotton that enters into 
a garment, the price of the hide that enters into the shoe, a1·e 
but a small part of the price of the finished product; and a fair 
increase of price to the farmer for his raw material need in
increase the price of the finished product but a very small 
amount, if any. However, if it should be found that there is 
some slight increase, it is only correcting an existing inequality, 
a present unfairness, and should be done. 

Eventually industry will have to pay it "board bill," 
whether it be higher or lower; why not now? It will l.Je easier 
to pay as we go along. · 

Second. The objection is also urged that an increased price to 
the farmer will increase production to such an extent that his 
loss on the surplus will overcome the profit on the amount sold 
on the home market. Two safeguards are in the bill to prevent 
this: 

A. The power given the farm board in section 6 to refuse 
loans in case of undue increase of acreage. 

B. The equalization fee that says to every producer : " If 
you produce excessively you lose the benefit of this legislation_" 

Third. Unconstitutionality. What does this mean? By some 
it is defined about this way: "Unconstitutional-the legislation, 
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we do not desire and do not approve of. Constitutional-the 
legislation that we want and believe in." 

Let us not overemphasize this matter. That which at one 
time has been declared to be unconstitutional has at a late1· 
time, with slight modifications, been declared to be constitu
tional. We have great courts, good men and true, specialists 
in such matters, to determine them for us. 

If legislation is desirable, if it will promote the welfare of the 
people, if it will accomplish good, if it is correcting a h ai'Illful 
condition and an inequality that should not exist, urely some 
constitutional method of procedure can be found. 

Fourth. The charge is made that it is "price-fixing" legisla
tion. No proof of this can be given. It is "prlce-infiuencing " 
legislation. It is intended to give the farmer the benefit of the 
protected home market. It does not fix priceB. It attempts to 
enable the American farmer to receive an American price for 
his products. That is why I am so strongly for it. 

The equalization fee seems to be chosen f or the real point of 
attack. What is the equalization fee? It wa · well defined by 
Senator CARAWAY a few days ago, when he , aid: 

The equalization fee is the mea ns of saying that everybody who is 
engaged in an industry shall bear his proper proportion of the cost 
of making th-at indust ry successful. 

The equalization fee charges every producer his share of the 
cost of selling the sw·plus crops on the world market and in 
that way keeping the home market fot the amount consumed at 
home at a home-market price. 

It charges back to the producer of the particular crop directly 
benefited the cost of such benefit, the cost of marketing his 
surplus production. The more surplus the more expense to be 
chargE{}; and right there you have one good, powerful reason 
why he will not intentionally largely overproduee-that is, the 
reason of self-interest. It is not a ta.x; it is an expense of mar
keting and can be done under Government supervision better 
and more safely than in any other way. 

What is the equalization fee? Is it not cooperation in action? 
The history of cooperative marketing has been that it became 
cooperation of only a part of the producers. All producers 
received the benefit of the increased prices caused by the co
operation, but only a part paid the cost tl1at was necessary to 
bring about the benefit. Naturally this part grew less and 
le s, and sometimes it resulted in the burden increasing to such 
extent that the cooperation ceased. Under this proposed legis
lation the cooperation will include all who receive the benefit, 
as it should do. Some may call it compulsory or enforced co
operation, and I have no fault to find with the statement. 
We must have cooperation of all producers to make it suc
cessful. · 

Enforced cooperation runs all through our form of govern
merit. What are taxes except enforced cooperation, payment 
for the innumerable benefits brought us by our Government? 
Who pays taxes as a mattei' of choice? Is there such a thing as 
a welcome tax? We pay taxes not from choice but from neces
sity, recognizing that the benefit received in return therefor 
far exceeds the value of the payment made. 

What is our State and National Government but enforced 
cooperation? Our Government, the greatest Government, the 
greatest blessing that has ever come to any nation, the marvel 
and tl!.e pride of the world-but it is enforced cooperation. If 
so large a benefit in government, why hould it not~ in a modi
fied form, be of benefit in our marketing operations? 

If the removing of the surplus from competition in the home 
market will so increase the price of the product sold in the 
home market that the producer can pay the expense of the 
transaction and have a good profit remaining, is it not a wiNe 
thing to do and good business? In what e sential way does it 
differ from other marketing expense, such as transportation, 
storage, cost of selling, which we have long recognized as a part 
of business? , 

Stabilization of prices will be one of the large benefits of 
this legislation. 

It has been pointed out during the debate on this bill that 
prices for farm products are now higher than a short time ago. 
In my section this is true of hogs and corn, the major part 
of both having previously been marketed by the producer. 
Corn bas advanced to a fair price at a time when we have 
none to sell. Hogs are advancing to a fair price, where they 
should have been during the entire marketing season, but at a 
time when the larger part of the crop has already been mar
keted at a lower price. We are glad to see these increased 
prices. They will be of h~p to a few of our farmers, but what 
we need, what we should have in all fairness, is a right price 
when we have the product to sell. 

The supply of hogs and hog products and of corn was well 
known prior to tbe advance. How does it benefit the producer~ 

the farmer, in whose interest we are aslring this legislation, to 
advance prices after his products have left his hands? Our 
trouble is low prices when the large part of t11e crop is being 
marketed. The very nature of the farmer's business requires 
that the larger part of his products become ready for market 
at certain fixed time . When a car of hogs or cattle are fat 
and ready for market, they can not be long delayed, except at 
a loss, be tile price what it may. Seasonal price slumiJIS of 
large amount should not be permitted. Orderly cooperative 
marketing under the direction and advice of the Federal farm 
board can be of large help here. 

It is not a question only of a satisfactory price this year, but 
every year. We want prices stabilized on a fair basis. 

Large crops and small crops, good crops and poor crops will 
continue in spite of all we can do, and surpluses will come. 
They should be cared for and controlled and made a blessing. 
It is almost unthinkable that a large crop should bring a 
s~aller return to the producer than a small crop, yet this very 
tlung has happened. When Providence and nature smile upon 
us and we have bountiful harvest, we should have a bountiful 
return for it; and some organization, large enough stl·on(J' 
enough, with kn.owledge enough, with money and credit' enough: 
should be provided with power to care for and control this 
surplus crop until in the natural course of events our home 
country or the world needs it; and in the meantime it should 
not be permitted to spoil the home market. It should not be 
ne<.'eSSary to have a short crop, a partial crop failure, either at 
home or abroad, for us to receive a price for the product used 
at home that shall have a fair relation to cost of production and 
to the price of other commodities. 

I am convinced that the enactment into law of the McNary
Haugen surplus control bill will do more to bring prosperity to 
agriculture than any other legislation now before Congress. I 
do not expect it to cure all our farm and business troubles. It 
will not at once restore prosperity, but it will start us on the 
right road. It will change the outlook. It will bring back the 
morale to many a discouraged landowner and farmei". It will 
place within his hands the power to make his future a success. 

We are building in America a standard of life unknown 
elsewhere. 

A wage standard. 
A business standal'd. 
An educational standard. 
A standard of living, of comfort and happiness, of conduct 

and morals the highest and best in all the world. 
Protection is the accepted policy of our Nation. 
Agrieultul'e. 
Industry. 
Labor-all worthy, all equal, all entitled to the same protec· 

tlon. It is our duty to see that they recei>e it. [Applause.] 
Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gen

tleman from New York [Mr. GRIFF'IN]. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chail'man and colleagues, we have lis

tened during the cour e of this debate to the statements re
peatedly made that the farmers of the country are suffering 
from some vague and indefinite injus tice, and that they are the 
victims of intentional discrimination. There is nothing to 
warrant these .assumptions. 

The farmer and the man jn the factory are not only brothers 
under the skin but they are affected in the same way by the 
economic condition which prevail in our country. If. the farmer 
has a problem it is not his alone ; it is a national problem ; it 
is a problem for the entire people of the United States. 

The farmer is a consumer j nst as much as the man who 
works in a. factory, just as much as the man who woTks in 
the counting house; in fact, the circum tance that the farmer 
is a consumer is re ponsible fo1· the conditions of which he 
complains, 

This is an economic problem which confronts us and one 
which goes back, with many ramifications, for many years. 

It is well to remember that complaints are coming mostly 
from the one-crop growers-the grain, cotton, and tobacco agri
culturists. The general farmer who raises diversified crop has 
not complained. His condition is better than it ever has been 
before in our history. The one-crop farmer complains that he 
can not dispose o-f his surplus. Wheat, corn, cotton, tobacco, 
pork, aud beef exported meet with the competition of foreign 
producers and the American producer must ell abroad at prices 
:fixed by the foreign markets. 

Now, let us be frank. Is that difficulty any different from 
that which confronts the American manufacturer? He al o 
has to sell his surplus abroad at prices fixed by foreign markets; 
yet he is able to do so successfully; be looks upon the foreign 
sales as velvet and is doing all he can to enlarge such sales. 

The American manufacturer produces his surplu. with the 
intent to go into the foreign market and, protected as he is by 
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the high tariff, is able to get enough profit out of his domestic 
sales to more than counterbalance the reduced pri~es he gets for 
his exported commodities. He does this automatically. 

THE FARMER'S PROBLEM 

But with the farmer the case is different. Remember, he is 
a consumer also. He must buy not only clothing and hardware 
and his other innumerable needs from American manufacturers, 
protected by high tariffs, at artificially inflated prices, but when 
he comes to sell he must submit to prices fixed by the competi
tion of the world. 

A partial remedy is possible by having the farmer consent 
to the same policy that has been adopted by the manufac
turers-that is, fight for a tariff on foreign agricultural produe
tions which will enable him to command the home market. . 

But there is the rub. He is not content with the home 
market alone. fie knows the financial advantage of the surphls 
to the manufacturers and he wants his share. 

Now, how do the sponsors of this bill propose to meet the 
problem? 

THE POLICY OF THE M'NARY-HAUGEN BILL 

!n order to comprehend their point of view let us look at 
the first paragraph of the bill, which purports to enunciate 
their policy. It constitutes a most amazing aggregation of 
economic absurdities which might very well furnish the theme 
for a Gilbert and Sullivan opera. All of the principles of politi
cal economy which experience and scholarship ba Ye come uni
versally to recognize, all of the policies of this Nation which 
have been laboriously worked out and crystallized into law for 
the protection of the consumer against monopoly are airily 
discarded, and in their place it is proposed to set up a pa
ternalistic socialistic system of elaborate machinery, not for 
the benefit of all, at which socialistic programs usually aim, 
but for the benefit of a chosen specially favored class. 

Let us run through this astounding confession of vicious 
purposes as revealed in this "declaration of policy." 

First. To prevent suppression of commerce with foreign 
nations in agricultural commodities. 

This, of course, is merely a demagogic rhetorical intima
tion that somebody has been trying to suppress our commerce 
with foreign nations in agricultural commodities-a thing that 
no man or group has either the will or the power to effect. It 
is mere buncombe. 

Second. To prevent unjust discrimination against such for
eign commerce. 

:More buncombe! No one discriminates against our foreign 
commerce except in ways they have a perfect right to follow 
and in precisely the same manner that they discriminate against 
the commerce of other nations. 

Third. To provide for the control and disposition of surpl•.1ses 
of such "agricultural " commodities. 

The answer to this absurd and arrogant assumption of pater
nalistic power is: Why should the Government assume control 
of fl:gTicultural surpluses in preference to surpluses in all other 
dustries? 

If the suggestion were made, for instance, that the Govern
ment should purchase and attempt to control the surplus in 
shoes, clothing, tools, hardware, and automobiles we would all 
agree that such a proposal was virtually sovietism in its worst 
form. And yet this bill proposes to purchase the surpluses of 
food commodities-grains, meats, and dairy products in all 
their ramified forms and processes. 

Fourth. To preserve advantageous domestic markets for such 
" agricultural " products. Advantageous to whom? The con
sumers? No ! Advantageous to the producers. In other words, 
mulct the consumers generally ! 

Fifth. To prevent such surpluses from unduly depressing the 
prices obtained for such " agricultural " commodities. 

· In other words, defy the law of supply and demand and keep 
up prj ces artificially ! · 

Sixth. To further the organization of producers of such 
"agricultural" commodities into cooperative associations. 

In other words, have the Government help in the organization 
of monopolies to fix prices and restrict trade in defiance of its 
past history as exemplified in the Sherman Antitrust Acts and 
other statutes in which we have always deemed it wise to 
pt·ohibit monopolistic control of prices. 

Those six propositions might well ·be en"'l'aved in the six 
angles of the soviet star. "' 

INCONSISTENCY OF THE NAME 

Then, again, its official name-the name by which it i; to be 
dubbed, if it ever becomes a law, is a contradiction and an 
ab.snrdlty. Under section 21 of the bill we read: 

This act may be cited as the " surplus control act." 

And yet on page 34, under .the general powers of the board, 
we find, among other things, that they may advise-
through ~heir otoganizations or otherwise in #le de-veloi>~ent of suitable 
programs of planting or breeding, so that burdensome crop surpluses 
may be avoided or minimized, in order that they may secure such 
benefits. 

Well, if the production of surpluses should be "avoided or 
minimized" why go to all the pains of erecting this compli-
cated :ffiachinery in order to dispose of surpluses? _ 

Agam, on page 36 of the bill we find this among the powers 
of the commodity advisory councili!, they are to have the 
power-we are told-
to cooperate with the board - in advising the producers through their 
organizations or otherwise in the development of suitable programs of 
planting or breeding so that burdensome crop surpluses may be avoided 
or minimized, in order to secure the maximum benefits under this net. 

Again we note that surpluses are to be "avoided and minim
ized." Why, then, may I ask, do they create a revolving fund 
of $400,000,000 to buy and juggle with surpluses? , 

As we have seen, one of the basic prineiples of the bill is to 
prevent surpluses from unduly depressing the prices obtained 
for such agricultural commodities. In other words they want 
~o defy the law of supply and demand. It is fundamental that 
If there are more goods on the market than there is a demand 
for, the price is going t_o come down. What do they propose to 
do? Build up a machmery to invert the laws of nature -the 
laws of political economy. In other words, have the Go~ern
ment. help in the organization of mQnopolies to fix prices and 
restnct trade in defiance of the whole antitrust history of 
tbi:S country. If this is to be a surplus control act, why not 
stnke out all the rest of . the bill? If the supporters of this 
bill_ are bon~~ i? their · belief that crop surpluses are to be 
avOided or mmumzed, why not confine the legislation to that one 
object? 

That, however, would never do. They really do not want to 
avoid or minimize surpluses. They know that is going to be a 
hard task. What they want is to turn the surpluses into a profit 
and to get Uncle Sam to take the responsibility of marketin<Y 
the surpluses for them. 

0 

THE REAL ENEMY OF THE FARMER IS THE TARIFil' 

The farmer in the United States for many years has prac
tically fed the world. In 1901 the exports of farm products 
of the United States were 65 per cent of our total exports. In 
1913, under the discriminatory provisions of the Payne-Aldrich 
Act, our exports of agricultural products had dropped to only 
43 per cent of our total exports. In 1913 we put into effect 
t~e Underwood-Simmons Tariff Act and immediately our for- . 
e1gn export trade began to increase, so that in 1919 our exports 
of agricultural products ·had increased to 50 per cent of the 
total exports. Before the passage of the Fordney Tariff Act 
the excess of our exports over imports ran over $2 000 000 000 
a year. In 1926 this excess of exports over import~; i~ other 
words, the balance of trade, had dropped to $287,444,000. 

PENALTY FOR OUR POLICY OF ISOLATION 

This is the penalty for our isolation as a Nation. If we 
e~t a barrier around our boundaries, so as to practically con
stitute an embargo to the entrance of the products of other 
nations, we must expect to suffer from it. 

l\Ir. CLARKE. Will the gentleman yield? · 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield to the gentleman. 
1\Ir. CLARKE. Does not the whole question with its rami

fications, · go back to Alexander Hamilton as to the policy of 
the Government in protecting its own citizens in what it pro
duces as against foreign markets? 

1\Ir. GRIFFIN. That is what I am saying--
Mr. CLARKE. Then come, brother, let us go on together. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. GRIFFIN. But it is a mistaken policy, one that has 

brought about the economic troubles of the farmer. In other 
words, we have so inflated the prices of everything in this 
country to-day that it is impossible for the farmer to sell his 
wheat or his grain ; it is impossible for the shipbuilder to build 
ships ; it is impossible almost to enter any field in competition 
with our rivals abroad. 

TRAD~ "G BY FORCED DRAFT 

Of course, · it is true that we do trade; but we trade, as it 
were, under forced draft. We have established a Bureau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce. In 1920 the appropriation 
for that bureau was only $1,085,460, and in the current bill for 
this year it is over $4,546,857. 

THE FARMER'S SURPLUS 

What are the . attach~s doing? They are _ trying to help the 
m,anufacturers sell thet.r goods abroad. Are they doing · any-
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thing for the farmer! They may be, but they never succeed, 
because they have run up Rt:,<>'8.inst an economic impasse. The 
farmer buys in a protected market, and he has to sell, except 
in the home market, in competition with the world. Thus 
arises the surplus problem, which this bill attempts to solve. 

What does the manufacturer do? If he has a surplus, that 
surplus is "velvet." He sends it abroad, and, although be gets 
a lower price than he exacts from the American people, never
theless, he has a safe margin of profit. It is well known that 
American typewriters, sewing machines, hardware-all have 
two prices-one price for the American consumer, who is fool 
enough to put the instrumentality of the tariff in the hands of 
the manufacturer, and the other, the export price, at which he 
sells in the foreign countries. He can manufacture the sm·plus 

· without additional expense, because it is produced with the 
same overhead costs, and thus the surplus that goes abroad 
to be sold is practically all profit. 

THE FARMER OUGHT TO FIGHT THE TARIFF B.A.RO~S AND NOT THE 

CONSUMERS 

The farmer can control the home market by resorting to the 
same expedient as the manufacturers-namely, by tariffs. If he 
is persuaded that the tariff is the best thing for his trouble he 
ought to go the whole way and fight for more and higher tariffs. 

But the trouble is that he is not persuaded of the economic 
soundness of the tariff. He knows the full extent of its in
equalities-for he is a consumer as well as a producer-and 
he knows that the tru.·iff makes the consumers its victims. The 
farmer, therefore, being one of the greaiest sufferers from the 
high protective system, is not anxious to avail himself of its 
economic handicap and thus put nn additional burden on his 
back; but on the other hand he has been voting with the 
Republican Party for years and he knows its only excuse for 
existence is to maintain a high tariff wall f01~ the benefit of the 
manufacturers--its chief campaign contributors-so he is in a 
dilemma and wants to find a way out. He does not want to 
repudiate his party, although he knows· its tariff poliCies have 
brought him to the verge of ruin ; so under the goading of half
baked economists· he has been induced to accept this ingenious 
piece of folly of farm boards and equalization fees as his 
salvation. 

SECTION !l PUTS THE GOVER~YENT IN BUSINESS 

I am surprised to see many gentlemen support this bill who 
have bitterly denounced putting the Government in business, 
and yet here they are standing behind a socialistic proposition 
which mandatorily compels the Government of the United States 
to assume the burden of taking the surplus o:ff the producers' 
hands and selling it abroad. 

The most amazing part of this bill is section 9, the so-called 
marketing provision. This is nothing more nor less than putting 
the Government in business, enabling an irresponsible and per
haps biased or interested group of men to corner the food prod
ucts of the country, withhold them from the market, and thus 
artificially raise the prices of the fundamental foods of the con
sumers--wheat, corn, rice, beef, and pork-and, unless the biH is 
amended eliminating fruits and vegetables they, too, will be put 
under their domination and controL Such a conception of the 
functions of government is diabolical and subversive of all of 
the traditions of a free people. This unlimited power, vested 
in this boa1·d and its subsidiary commodity councils, ·carries 
with it the germ of revolution and if ever exercised will surely 
lead to food riots and general disorder. 

The burden of the attacks directed against this bill seems to 
have been concentrated against section 10, providing for the 
so-called equalization fee, and section 11, providing for the so
called stabilization funds. They are certainly bad enough but 
are not comparable in any sense to the iniquity of section 9, 
which puts in the hands of a group of men the power to buy up 
food commodities in the name of the Government, withhold 
them from sale until ·a scarcity has been artificially created, and 
tl1en exact exorbitant prices from the unfortunate consumers. 
Such a policy is little short of sovietism. A revolving fund is 
created, taken out of the United States Treasury, and out of 
the taxpayers' pockets, of course, to enable the Government to 
corner the foodstuffs of the people. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New Yo1·k 
has expired. . 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. QurN]. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi is recog
nized. 

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know if my good 
friend from Iowa [Mr. HAUGEN], the chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture, can yield me some time? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield to the gentleman five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi is recog
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. QIDN. Mr. Chairman a.nd gentlem·en, I thank you for 
this little opportunity to speak a word in behalf of the farmers 
of the United States. It seems in my conception that orne
body should stand up and say a word for him to-night. This 
afternoon I sat in amazement and heard a distinguished gentle
man who I thought was a friend of the farmer ~eaking before 
this House and this audience and telling you that this bill would 
oppress the farmer, and especially the cotton farmer, the chief 
type of farnier that we have in the section of country from 
which I come. 

I heard a gentleman from New York City to-night tell you 
what a socialistic bill this is. Is it possible that these gentle
men, through these years of agricultural depression, through 
these long, weary months that the people of the United States 
have been anxic:msly waiting for Congress to act in behalf of 
the agriculturists of this Republic-is it possible that the vision 
of these distinguished gentlemen is so short and so beclouded 
that they forget the real issue before this Congress? 

The gentleman from Indiana [l\Ir. PURNELL], a member IJf 

this committee, expressed my sentiments exactly when he . aid 
this is the most important measure before the American 
Congress. [Applause.] Yet, while men should be standing with 

- their loins girded and their armor on to fight the battles of the 
farmer, some Members get on this floor and endeavor to defeat 
this legislation. All this trickery and legerdemain that has 
been brought forward is fooling no one except themselves. 

Do you know that the special-privilege interests of this coun
try are able to obstruct legislation through committee work? 
Yet, alone and unaided, the people who ru·e earning their living 
through the sweat of their faces, the men in the workshops, in 
the factories, on the railroads, in the stores, and in the fields 
of this country, the people who toil by day and by night in 
order to keep the wheels of commerce going and to keep the flag 
floating over this Capitol seem to receive scant consideration at 
this hour. [Applause.] 

There never has been a time since I took the oath of office 
befm·e the Speaker's stand yonder to support the Constitution 
of this Republic and obey its laws as a Member of this House 
when I have not come forward with my voice and my vote for 
the men and the women who toil in factories, in the field, and 
everywhere else. [Applause.] At this hour I would be ashamed 
of myself if I did not raise my voice in behalf of this bill, to 
endeavor to give the farmers of this Republic a square deal. 
They have never had it since the Civil War. Since the year 
1865 the farmers of the United States have been handicapped. 
They are handicapped now. 

No people work harder than do the farming class of this 
country. It matters not whence they come, whether from the 
wheat fields of the Northwest or the Corn Belt of the l\Iiddle 
West or the cotton fields of Dixie; the farmers, their wives, ami 
children, according to my idea, work harder than any other 
people in this country and they receive less for their toil. Why, 
it is nothing unusual for a man and his wife and all his children 
from 5 years up to go to the fields before sunup and work all 
day long except one hour at noon, when they go home to eat 
their dinner and then return to work in the field as long as 
they can see; and all that they have is some common clothes to 
wear and the food they raise on their own farm, a little money 
to pay .the preacher, and maybe a long stick of candy and a box 
of apples for Christmas, and that man's wife is lucky if she 
has a $10 dress· and a $3 hat on her head. Those children go 
barefoot except on Sunday and in cold weather. And yet it is 
stated here to-night that there will be no farm relief. 

Yes; we should pass this bill. We take· the $400,000,000 loan 
and the equalization fee. Who is afraid of the equalization 
fee? I will tell you from the cotton-growers' standpoint. It is 
the spinner, running the factory, spinning the yarn to be made 
into cloth. He is the man who is afraid of it. It is not the 
man back in the field raising this cotton that is afraid of tbe 
equalization fee. Why is it that the same interests that oppose 
the equalization fee are against the whole bill? 

Some of these gentlemen come before you and try to camou
flage the situation and say the bill is all right-if you cut out 
the equalization fee. The equalization fee stands as the emei'
gency asset. Every farmer knows that his cotton or his wheat 
or any other fru·m commodity will, with this emergency asset 
standing up there, be certain to bring its proper price. That 
would stabilize it. That will put the real vitals into this bill. 
Yet some gentlemen seem to be afraid that the farmer will 
object to it. They need not be uneasy abourthe farmer object
ing to it. If we happen here to make a mistake in endeavoring 
to help him, he will know that · we are honest and · that the 
act that we pass· can be repealed if it works against him. 
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Every farmer in the United States knows that something 

ought to be done. The representatives of the farm organiza
tions that were before this Agricultural Committee, who have 
been hounded down and classed as lobbyists because they come 
here and endeavor to get legi lation for that poor class of 
people that work 15 hours a day, are denounced as lobbyists, 
as doing something wrong, because they come before the Com
mitee of the American Congress and ask for simple justice. 

Gentlemen of the Hou e, it is time that the American people 
should consider seriou ly the question of their rights. [Ap
plause.] The poor farmer is not organized. That is what is 
the matter. 

One distinguished gentleman from South Carolina said this 
afternoon the cooperatives can not do anything. ' Why is it 
they are afraid of cooperatives? If 98 per cent of the farmers 
in the United States belonged to cooperative associations they 
could control the markets, ju t like union labor controls certain 
specific indu trial lines of this country to-day. Why, do you 
not know that the railway employees would be working for 
half pay if they did not have the splendid and strong organiza
tion they ha\e? It is the unified efforts of all the railway em
ployees of the United States that has enabled that class of labor 
to receive just compensation for the arduous toil they are 
f'ngaged in. [Applau e.] J: wish to heaven the farmers of the 
United States were situated so they could organize in one 
great, strong union in order to protect them elves against the 
enemies within a well as against the enemies without. 

What are these men who work to produce the raiment which 
cJothes the world, who work to produce the food \Vith which 
to feed humanity and beast'3 alike, asking at your hands? 
Nothing but justice. 

The gentleman from New York calls it socialistic. He 
thinks it is socialistic to put up an equalization fee which the 
farmers pay out of their own pockets in order that the products 
of their labor shall lJring a just and fair price. Who is it that 
thinks it is unju t for the powerful Government of the United 
States to put up $400,000,000 a · a revol\ing fund and loan it to 
the cooperative marketing as ociatioDB of the United States, rep
resenting these poor farmers, at the rate of 4 per cent, in 
order that they may stabilize prices of their farm products and 
receive ju t pay fer their labor? 

Who is it on that side of the argument who objects to this 
when they have voted to plunder, exploit, and rob the people 
for all these years? Some of the e gentlemen who \Oted to 
gi\e a great subsidy to the private ocean shipping interests of 
this country, these gentlemen who voted for the tran portation 
act in order that the railway business of this count:I·y would 
be protected and ha\e an actual guaranty of 5lh or 6 per cent 
upon their capital stock, water and all; these gentlemen who 
cast those votes rise up in their might against the farmers of 
the United States receiving a simple law which will give them 
the right through their organizations to have $400,000,000 at 
their command in order that their crops may be marketed in 
an orderly way, fed into the markets as they really need them, 
permit prices to be stabilized, and the farmers receive some
where in the neighborhood of what their labor is worth? Who 
is it that would object to the equalization fee being put into 
this bill when we know it will give the producers of farm 
products a fair price for th€ir labor? 

Some seem to think we would dump it O\"er in Europe or in 
China at a cheaper price. They need not fear about what 
somebody else is going to get. Let us take care of -the United 
State . [Applause.] I want to take care of these people in 
the United States who are supporting this Go\"ernment. 

The basic industry is agriculture. The basic industry on 
which the structure of all other industl'ies rests is agriculture. 
It is the farmer who causes the railroads to be able to thread 
the United States and bear the products of the farms to the 
markets of the world. It is the farmer who enables the ships 
to cross the sea carrying cargoes from thi country and bring
ing back to the United States the goods and wares we need. 

It is the farmer who does all of that, and when you come to 
the last analysis he is the great burden bearer of all of this 
country, not only of the United States but of the entire world. 
Yet men ri e up and say we hav.e got the farmer poor and let 
us keep him poor. I it pos ible that they object to this legis
lation because of the fear that the farmer may ~me inde
pendent? We all know now the hardships and struggles he 
goes through. Any man who is acquainted with farm life must 
re-alize that the farmer of this country is a real patriot, that he 
i the man who stands ready to bare his breast in time of 
danger to his country, that he is the man who stands ready to 
maintain the hearthstone, that he is the man who stand ready 
to support the Government in the wisdom of God for the 
benefit of all the people, that he is tbe man who protects the 
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temple of justice, and that he is the man who causes olir 
churches to maintain their dignity and supremacy. The farm 
people of this country are the salt of the earth, and, as Members 
of Congress representing all the people, it is our sacred duty 
under our oaths to see that they get justice, and justice in a 
measure is in the bill that is before us now. I hope it will pass 
this Congress by a three-fourths' majority. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis is. 
sippi has expired. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. NoRTON]. 

l\Ir. NORTON of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gen
tlemen, much has been said, and more can be said, upon the 
subject of farm relief. That we have a farm problem in this 
country is now generally conceded; it is seldom denied. In 
fact, it seems to be the common practice now to express sym
pathy for the farmer. But he is not asking for sympathy. He 
is not a subject of charity. He is not asking for gifts or for 
special privileges. He is only asking for fair play and an 
equal opportunity with others. He knows what he wants, and 
he will fight for it to the end. If he ultimately fails in that 
effort, he alone will not be the loser. What are some of the 
facts with reference to the present agricultural situation? 

In less than eight years farm values including land, improve
ments, livestock, and equipment have decreased more than 
$20,000,000,000, e timated by some to be thirty billion, while 
industrial, financial, and transportation values have increased 
more than $50,0000,000,000 during the same period of time. 
Since the war 3,000,000 acres of land have been abandoned, 
and annually more than 2,000,000 farm people have left the 
farms and have drifted to the cities. Why have these people 
left the farms? In view of the situation how could they have 
done otherwi e? Htmdreds of thousands have lost their homes 
through foreclosures, there being an average of 170,000 such 
foreclosures annually. Farm mortgages have mounted from 
three and one-half billion dollars in 1910 to twelve and one
quarter billion dollars in 1928. 

I grant that some sections of the country have enjoyed pros
perity in recent years, especially industrial and financial centers, 
but unfortunately that prosperity has not been shared by the 
farmers. As further evidence of that, permit me to call your 
attention to the fact that of the more than 4,000 bank failures 
which have occurred in this country since the war, more than 
95 per cent have been in rural communities. 

Although bank deposit'3 have increased from $21,359,842,316 
in 1914 to $57,820,730,000 in 1928, and the American capitalists 
have increased their foreign investments from $2,000,000,000 in 
1914 to $12,500,000,000 in 1928, the great majority of American 
farmers have been truggling to secure an income each year 
that would be sufficient to pay operating expenses, to pay their in
terest on an increasing indebtedness, to pay their rapidly in
creasing taxes, and have omething left with which to clothe aml 
feed them elves and the other members of their families. 

There are those who maintain that the economic situation is 
becoming more favorable to agriculture, and that the farmers 
will soon be enjoying their fair share of the economic income 
of the Nation. I wish that that were true, but unfortunately 
the facts do not so indicate. If that is true, then why is it that, 
according to the reports of the Department of Agriculture. the 
farmers' income in 1927 wa 20 per cent less than in 1926? 
If that is true, then why is it that there were more bank fail
ures in 1927 than during any year previous to that in the 
history of this country? And remember, as I have already 
stated, that 95 per cent of those failures were in rural com
munities. Furthermore, how can the farmer~ be prosperollii in 
view of the comparatively small income that they are now 
receiving? According to the 1926 Agriculture Yearbook, i. sued 
by the Department of Agriculture, the total value of farm prod
ucts has dropped from $14,775,000,000 in 1919 to $8,415,000,000 
in 1926, a reduction of 43 per cent, and since the income of the 
farmers in 1927 was 20 per cent less than in 1926, the total 
income for last year was less than one-half of the income for 
1919. Again, according to the same report, in 1925 there were 
6,371,640 farm · that were being operated. The e farms bad an 
average valuation of $9,000, and an average income· for that 
year of $1,200. After deducting interest on the investment, less 
than $700 remained with· which to pay taxe. , to pay the co t of 
upkeep and equipment and to meet the living expenses of the 
family. Who would ·say that such an insufficient income can 
be construed as being indicative of great prosperity among the 
farmers? I fear that had it not been for the cows and the 
chickens, the butter and eggs, the story to be told would be an 
even more distressing one. 

Now, then, who is to blame for this situation? There are 
those who are unkind enough to say that the farmers them-

• 
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selves are to blame. Those who would thus indict the farmers 
insist that they were guilty of great extravagance and reckless 
management of their own affairs during the war, and likewise 
during the years immediately following the war. They would 
have us believe that the farmers have brought this condition 
on through what they have done or have failed to do in various 
ways. For in tance, they point to the investment of money 
in high-priced land. In answer to that it must be remembered 
that only a comparatively small per cent of the farmers, who 
have suffered during the agricultural depres ron, did invest 
money in land during the recent period of inflation. Then, 
they charge that the farmers have invested too much money 
in automobiles; but who would grant that means of transporta
tion to others and deny it to the farmers? E pecially, in view 
of the fact that the farmers have been content to use the less 
expensiYe makes of automobiles. Besides, is it not true that 
with them the automobile is more of a necessity and less of a 
luxury than with many others engaged in other occupations? 
Not content with that, some of these critics maintain that the 
farmers have failed to adopt business methods that would 
result in efficient production, and that in face of the fact that 
the American farmers are known to be more efficient and to be 
producing more per capita than the farmers of other countries. 
It has been stated that the farmers have failed to properly 
organize, and I grant that to a certain extent that is true. 
However, I fear that some of those who offer that critici m 
may have bad little or no experience in the effort to secure 
effective and desirable organizations among farmers, and for 
that reason are not familiar w;th the difficulties to be encoun
tered. In the first place, the farmer, by training, experience, 
environment, and the peculiar type of his particular vocation, 
is an individualist. He is not inclined to surrender to collec
tive management any part of that which he has prenously 
directed in person. Be ides, he has experienced so many diffi
cultie , and often failures, in his effort to ·ecure proper organ
ization that he has become discouraged to a certain extent. 
Even so, the farmers ha\e stri\ed, although with only limited 
success, to effect through organization and the use of coopera
tive methods a solution of their problems. But the present 
situation, as I view it, is not primarily the result of what the 
farmers have done or may have failed to do, but is very largely 
due to forces beyond their control. 

We have been passing through a period of readjustment, dur
ing which industrialization has been taking place. Industries 
that a1·e repre entative of great wealth have become organized 
along lines of mass effort and control. On e\ery hand efforts 
have been put forth and are still being put forth to secure the 
benefits and advantages that can be enjoyed through combina
tion and cooperative effort. That is true ·of the manufacturing 
industries, of the large banking institutions, of certain dis
tributing and merchandi ing establishment", of the railroads, of 
organized labor, and, to a greater or le s degree, .of other activ
ities as well. 'Vith this trend the farmers have been unable to 
keep apace, but their failure is not due so much to the lack of 
effort on their part as to the fact that they have been denied 
opportunities and privileges which others have enjoyed. In 
other \Vor<hi, by law we have extended aid to other industries, 
but have denied similar aid to the farmers. If the farmers 
were given a fair field in which to operate and were given an 
equal chance with all others, they would in time effect a solu
tion of their problem; but denied that measure of justice, we 
can not hope or expect that they will succeed to the degree that 
they deserve. 

Wherein, then, lies the real trouble--the main cause of the 
pre ·ent agricultural situation? During the war the farmers 
responded to the demands of the Nation and a a patriotic duty 
did their part by increasing the production of foodstuffs suffi
cient to satisfy the needs of more than 4,000,000 American 
soldier boys, to aid in supplying food to the Allies, and to fur
ni h the required food for home consumption. They plowed 
up their pastures and meadows in order to increase the pro
duction of grain, and did everything in every other way pos
sible to help increa e the desired production of other food 
products as well. But after the war ended, then what hap
pened? The farmers found their industry in a state of over
production, not overproduction in the sense that there was no 
deo;ire or need for their products, but overproduction in the 
true ·ense that economic demand did not exist. Consequently, 
when the deflation was brought on in 1920 and the farmers were 
forced to unload this great surplus in order to meet the de
mands for liquidation the crash came and the crtsis began. 
But why did the farmers uffer more as the result of deflation 
than others? Because they were in no position to protect them
selves. Then, a now, they bad no voice in fixing the price of 
their commodities. Then, as now, they were compelled to pay 
the price a ked of them for the things they bought and ·accept 
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the price offered them for the things they sold. Had the 
farmers been properly organized at that time, or had the Gov
eJ:nment done what it ought to have done, and what it did do 
to support the railroads and certain other industries of the 
Nation, it could have saved the situation. [Applause.] 

When I say that the farmer have been discriminated against, 
have been denied equality of opportunity and a fair field in 
which to operate, I realize that I am entering upon a much
discussed subject, and yet one that involves a situation which 
is properly subject to attack. It is a well-known fact, con
ceded on every hand, that the protective tariff bas enabled the 
manufacturers of this country to rai e the plice of their product 
to the American consumer. and to realize great profit as a 
re~ult thereof. Legislation did that. It is equally well known 
that the "guarantee provision" of the transportation act, en
acted after the war, resulted in the direct payment of more than 
$500,000,000 by tl1e Government to the railroad and a further 
guarantee in pursuance of which the Interstate Commerce Com
mission has maintained rates that have been remunerative to 
the railroads. Legislation did that. Much as the Federal re
serve syHtem was fought by some of the leading bankers and 
certain other big financial interests of this country at the time 
of its enactment, it has proved a boon to the banking industry, 
especially to the larger banks and other large financial institu
tions of the Nation. Legislation did that. It is everywhere 
recognized that the Adam on law, in providing shorter hours 
and more favorably working conditions, and the immigration 
bill, in limiting the admis~ion of immigrant labor that would 
compete with American labor, has greatly benefited organized 
labor. As a result .American labor is enjoying a higher stand
ard of living, to which it is justly entitled. Legislation did 
that. Legislation ha very materially aided each of these and 
many others that I might mention, and yet we are told that the 
Congress can not legi. late prosperity for any cla s, group, or 
interest. For that matter the farmers are not a~Jdng for spe
cial privilege or for ubsidy; they are simply demanding that 
the pecial privileges and subsidies that are granted other indu -
trie. shall not be permitted to operate unfairly against their 
own progress and pro perity. 

In other words, by law we have placed these other interests 
upon a higher economic level where they are permitted to oper
ate in a protected and privileged field. If the farmers could 
limit their production to the actual demands of home consump
tion, or if through cooperative effort they could control, with
hold from sale or market in an orderly manner their sm·plus, 
they, too, could enjoy similar protection and the same advan~ 
tages now enjoyed by others. In the absence of such condi~ 
tion , however, the farmer , have been forced to ell their prod~ 
ucts, in most instance , in an open market in competition with 
the world, where the price received for the surplus ha decided 
the price to be received for the entire commodity. That is, with 
all other American consumers the farmers have bought in a 
closed and protected market, and have been forced to sell in 
an open and unprotected market. What ha been the result 
of that policy? It ha resulted in bankruptcy and financial ruin 
for many and has eriously reduced the purchasing power of all 
American farmer . 

What can Congress do to effectively aid in a proper solution 
of this problem? As I view it, two line of procedure are open. 
Congress by accepting one or the other can aid in an effort to 
equalize the ·ituation. That end can be achieYed by bringing 
the other industries down upon a lower economic level as the 
t-esult of withdrawing some of the advantage which haYe been 
granted them in the past, or by passing legi lation which will 
aid in raising the agricultural industry to that higher level 
where the other indm trie now operate, o that the farmers 
may enjoy equal protection with the others. 

The first plan propo. ed will involve a downward revision of 
the tariff on manufactured products, a reduction of freight rates 
with special reference to farm products, a more equal di t.Iibu
tion of the tax burden and other similar economic changes 
which will aid in reducing the cost of living, the co. ·t of produc
tion, and the cost of the delivery of farrn products. The other 
course that is open is to be found in the enactment of legisla
tion such as is proposed in the pending mea ·ure, the 1\lcNary
Haugen bill. Since there seems to be no apparent disposition 
on the part of the Cong~·es to employ the former method, it is 
to be ho~ that, in an earnest endeavor to work out a olution 
of the farm problem, the pending measure will be pas~ed and 
approved so that the farmers of the Nation may receive the 
benefits to be gained thereby, and the relief too long delayed 
already. [Applause.] 

This measure, if enacted into law, will enable the American 
farmers to secure the benefit of the tariff on farm products, a 
benefit generally not realized at the present time. Then the 
farmers will be pe'rmitted to sell in a closed market all except 
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that smaller per cent of their commodity which must then, as 
now, be sold in foreign .markets. However, since only about 
10 per cent of the agricultural products, produced in this coun
try, are sold in foreign markets, the benefits to be realized from 
the operation of this law, if enacted, will be very great. The 
farmers are not asking for a subsidy, and this bill does not 
provide for one. Through the equalization fee the farmers will 
be able to finance their own operations and to achieve what 
they have o long desired and have so long strived to secure, a 
marketing machine that will permit of the orderly merchandis
ing of their products. All that the farme1·s are asking that the 
Government do for them, even in this instance, is to loan them 
the necessary money, at a reasonable rate of interest, so as to 
enable them to finance their operations and to remove present 
discriminations that impede theii· progress. Ultimately, then, 
out of this favorable action, if granted by the Congress, can be 
perfected farmer owned and farmer controlled marketing ma
chines that will be effective in the orderly sale of farm 
products. . 

On the other hand, what solution is offered by those who 
oppose legislation like that proposed in the pending measure? 
Some suggest that, since the farmer is priinarily a producer, he 
should devote himself exclusively to the iinmediate require
ments of his particular vocation, that of production, leaving all 
other matters of concern to him, including that of distribution, 
to other agencies. For that purpose, better bu iness methods, 
more efficient production, involving rotation and diversification, 
are propo ed. I fear, however, that those who advance this 
thought, as the basis of a solution, fail to take into account the 
effect such a policy, if carried tq its logical conclusion, might 
have upon the welfare of agriculture. \\"bile it is to be con
<!eded that all of these are necessary and desirable, it must be 
remembered that a very great increase in production, resulting 
from such a course, will aggravate the situation all the more, 
unle s some plan is devi ed that will properly care for the 
marketing of the increased surplus that will naturally follow. 
Rura~ credit and cooperative marketing have been widely dis

cus ed a , means to be employed in a ·olution of the farm 
problem. Every true friend of the farmer i in favor of both. 
However, in view of present conditions, he is mindful of the 
liinited extent to which either or both · can be employed in an 
effort to solve the problem. 

A to rural credit, that means alone ·will never relieve the 
agricultural situation. The War Finance Corporation was 
created for that purpose but failed to accomplish the desired 
result. Likewise, the intermediate credit law has been enacted 
for that purpose, but apparently is not relieving the situation. 
Unfortunately, the farmer who is most in need of credit can not 
. ~ure it, while every farmer who can do so i endeavoring to 
1·educe his obligations rather than to increase them. There
fore, although legitiinate credit is not only desirable but neces
sary for agricultm·al operations and marketing purposes, that 
means alone will never relieve the situation. 

Cooperative marketing, on the other hand, with the aid of 
a proper credit system, would result in a proper solution of 
the problem were it not for some of the difficulties which I have 
already enumerated, together with the further fact, recognized 
by every careful student of the problem, that cooperatives can 
not control the surplus and influence the market in a desired 
manner as long as a considerable per cent of the producers of 
any given commodity remain on the outside and fail to join in 
the cooperative effort. That has been the situation in the 
past; that is the situation to-day; and this bill, if enacted into 
law, will aid cooperatives in the future in their effort to remedy 
that situation. 

In discus ·ing the farm problem I have had particularly in 
mind the farmers of the Middle West, with whom and with 
whose activities I am most familiar. The situation elsewhere 
may be somewhat different, but in the main the underlying 
fundamental conditions are everywhere the same. Although I 
have discussed this subject as though it very largely involYes 
the welfare of agriculture and that alone, I realize, as others 
do, that a proper solution of the farm problem will re ult in 
relative benefits to the other people of this count1·y as well. 

Who will deny that the agricultural depression has not had 
its deterring effect on the other industTies of the Nation? When 
the farmer ' buying power is destroyed the merchant, the 
banker, the profe sional man, others in the rural town are 
affected first, but that injury is later reflected elsewhere 
throughout the land. We are told that there are about 4,000,000 
unemployed in the cities of this country at the present time, 
and yet that number is probably the direct result of the drift 
from the farms to the cities in recent years. Whenever you 
destroy the buying power of the farmers you have materially 
reduced or destroyed the market for a considerable part of the · 

manufactured products of the country. Labor reallzes that 
fact, and as a result thereof, organized labor has il1dorsed legis
lation, such as is proposed in this measure. Other organiza
tions, national in character, have done likewise. The leading 
farm organizations of this country, with one exception, and 
that organization is not opposed to the purposes of this meas
ure, but prefers another method, have indor ed this measure. 
Therefore, in view of the depressed condition of agriculture, 
and the need of immediate relief, I sincerely hope that the pend
ing mea ure, which has such general support of the agricul
tural sections of the country, and much support elsewhere may 
be passed and approved, and the urgent demands for agricul
tural relief granted. [Applause.] 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [l\lr. McKEOWN]. [Applause.] 

l\lr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chaii·man, on the 7th day of December 
last, at the first opportunity, I made a -short talk to the House 
of Representative upon the question of passing a bill that 
would be effective; that i to say, that the farmers in my 
country were anxiou that Congre. would give careful atten
tion to this question and pass a bill that would be approved 
and become law. 

I appeared· before the Committee on Agriculture and I want 
to take this opportunity to say that I never saw a set of men 
who tried more conscientiously to do their duty. I want to 
say a word for the gentlemen who come from the l\fid West 
counti·y · who are members of this committee. They worked 
under great pressure and ·under great difficulty. I comp~iment 
them upon the work they have done on the committee, but 
the1·e is one tliing I can not agree with. 

I said then, as I say now, I would not vote for a proposition 
that I felt would endanger this bill in its passage. I know the 
committee has worked out a plan that is in the alternative, 
but for one I am iinpelled to vote to strike out the equalization 
fee. [Applause.] 

I am going to do this for tpis reason: You have given us 
a splendid piece of work and if we are to work under this plan 
we can go ahead and it will take a year or more to try it out. 
The President of th.e United States has said he is opposed to 
the equaliz~tion fee, and some may say, "You are kotowing 
to the Pres:dent if you yield your opinion." If I believed as 
those of you believe who sincerely feel that the equalization fee 
is the only salvation for these people, then I would vote like
you will vote, but I can not see the necessity of tile equaliza
tion fee in this bill at thi particular moment because it will 
take a year or more to try out the alternative plan which you 
have given us, and the Congress will be in ession and if the 
plan does not work, then we can put into effect the equalization
fee plan . 

I differ from the Attorney General, and I told the committee 
I differed from him, but the President will listen to the Attorney 
General who is a very fine lawyer and a splendid and honest 
man. I can say this much for the Attorney General. The 
Pre Went will listen to the Attorney General and will not take 
my opinion on the question of the constitutionality of this pro
vision. 

Mr. GASQUE. ·wm the gentleman yield? 
l\fr. McKEOWN. Yes. 
Mr. GASQUE. Will the gentleman tell us why they did not 

put an equalization-fee provision in the tariff law and in the 
railroad law? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Well, I will say to my friend from South 
Carolina I do not think there is such a bugaboo about the 
equalization fee. I thjnk these gentlemen have studied this 
plan very thoroughly in their own minds, and in tlie ab ence 
of the money '"hich you will have to provide for ·them to operate, 
you would be bound to have an equalization fee. However, you 
have already provided for $400,000,000 as a revolving fund for 
them to operate with and in order for them to see if the plan 
will workr and it will take at least a year to put that into 
effect. 

:Mr. CLARKE. Will the gentleman yield Bight there? 
Mr. McKEOWN. Yes .. 
Mr. CLARKE. Would you not put in the equalization fee in 

giving equality to every line of industry in keeping with the 
tariff proposition and the theory of this Government since the 
tiine of .Alexander Hamilton? 

Mr. :McKEOWN. I will say to the gentleman that, of course, 
my views on the tariff are quite different from his. I do not 
agree with the gentleman with respect to the tariff, and I think 
that is what has got us into a lot of trouble; but, of course, the 
gentleman will not agree with me about that. 

However, this is a husine s proposition, and I do not blame 
anybody for putting in this alternative plan, because they are 
trying to safeguard the farm~r. But here is what I do say. 
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No man has carte blanche on all the sen,-:;e in this country and 
nobody has proven to me beyond controversy that this bill will 
be no good without the equalization-fee provision. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. 
l\'Ir. JOHNSON of Texas. What about the substitution of the 

export-debenture plan of KETCHAM-JONES for the equalization
fee provision? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Well, if I were writing the bill, of course, 
I would have two alternatives instead of one. That is what I 
would do about it. 

Mr. CLARKE. I make the point of order he would " ket:r 
cham " coming and g()ing under that. 
- l\fr. McKEOWN. Yes; but here we are dealing with B propo
sition face to face, and if every man in this House is satisfied 
the President will veto this bill then, of course, there is only 
one alternative, and that is to pass the bill over the President's 
veto. I would not hesitate to vote for the bill with -the equaliza
tion fee in it, but I do not want to be actuated by any political 
feeling. It is no satisfaction to me to embarrass the President 
persona1ly, and therefore I am contending here that the bill 
ought to pass without the equalization fee, for the reason that 
you will then have met every objection that has ·l'>een made to 
it and you will put into effect in one year the same proposition 
that you have in the bill here. If it does not work, you can bring 
it back. 

Gentlemen, this matter of doing something for the farmer is 
a serious proposition. This is a big question and this committee 
has labored for four years to my knowledge as earnestly and 
aR conscientiously as any set of men have ever worked in this 
House. 

I am going to say that if you do not strike out the equaliza
tion-fee pro\ision I will vote for the ·bill, because I am going to 
yield to the better judgment of a majority of the men in this 
Hom;;e, because the conditions are such that we are bound to 
ha •e some relief as soon as we can. 

l\Ir. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\fr. McKEOWN. I yield. 
l\le. SPROUL of Kansas. Has the farmer of the country 

manifested a desire to have the equalization fee stricken out? 
l\lr. McKEOWN. 'As far as the farmers I represent-the 

every-day farmer on his plantation without any connection with 
any organization-! do not think bas expressed any opinion at 
all, and I think be is more interested in relief than in the 
equalization fee. 

l\Ir. MORGAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McKEOWN. I do. 
l\Ir. MORGAN. As I understand the gentleman's argument, 

it is based on the principle thaf if the bill passes without the 
equalization fee, we will have farm legislation with a revolving 
fund? 

~lr . McKEOWN. Yes. 
l\lr. MORGAN. With a board of finance, and in case the 

equalization fee is incorporated and •etoed it will probably 
delay for two years farm relief? 

1\Ir. McKEOWN. Yes; under the bill with the equalization 
fee in it you will not have to use it for a year; you can not use 
it for a year. If you can not use it for a year, why take the 
chance at this critical period of putting it in and getting no 
legislation at all unle ·s you can pass it over the veto? 

I can not concluue my remarks without mentioning the 
faithfulness of my old colleague, Hon. Charles I. Stengle, who 
has personally. and with his paper, the National Farm News, 
been standing by the farmers of America throughout this long 
battle, anu I aJ.!l hoping that the efforts of those who have 
toiled ~o long in behalf of the American farmer, making every 
effort to secure for agriculture a fair deal in the economic 
situation in America, may be crowned with success by the 
passage of a real agricultural bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The .time of the gentleman from Oklahoma 
bas expired. 

l\fr. FORT. l\I». Chairman, may I ask the amount of time 
that bas been consumed? 

1.\fr. ASWELL. Under the rule the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. FoRT] is entitled to one-half the time against the 
bill. I would like to yield that half of my time now. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the time is divided as heretofore under 
the rule and the general -agreement entered into in the House 
the three hours would be divided as follows: The gentleman 
"from Iowa [Mr. HAUGEN], the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
AswELL], the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT], and the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KI CHELOE] would have 37% 
minutes each, and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KETCHAM] 
and the gentleman from Texas [l\ir. JoNEs] would have 15 
.minutes each. 

Mr. PURNELL. The rule provides for an equal distribution 
of time, and there is nothing said in the rule as to a subse
quent division of time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The understanding and ag1·eement of the 
House before the House went in to committee was that the 
division should be in a certain way. As stated by the gentle
man from Louisiana [Mr. AswELL] -

Mr. Speaker, I will say to the gentleman that general debate runs 
for 12 hours, 1 hour of which will be assigned to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. KETCHAM] and 1 hour to the gentleman from Texas , 
[Mr. J·oNEs]. That leaves 10 hours to be equally divided between the 
chairman and myself, and I am to yield one-half of my time to the 
gentleman from New Jersey, and . the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HAUGEN] is to yield one-half of his time to the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. KINCHELOE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. 'l'he Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from Iowa to yield some of his time? 

1.\lr. HAUGEN. I yield to the gentleman from South Dakota. 
I think I have already yielded about 25 .minutes. 

'l'he CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. 
Wrr,LIAMSON] is recognized. 

l\fr. AS.WELL. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
l\fr. ASWELL. I would like to know bow much time the 

gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT] has been yielded dur
ing this discussion. 

The CHAIR::\fAN. The Chair bas not yielded him any. 
M.r. ASWELL. I wish to yield to him half the time that I 

have. How much time have I? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 7lh minute of his 

own and 15 minutes from the ' gentleman from Texas [l\Ir. 
JoNES], making 22% minutes in all. 

l\lr. ASWELL. How much doos the gentleman from New 
Jer. ey [l\fr. FoRT] have? 

The CHAIRMAN. He has 37lh minutes. 
l\lr. WILLIAMSON. l\lr. Chairman, I do not wish to have 

all this · time taken out of my time. 
The CHAIRl\IAN. The gentleman from South Dakota is rec

ognized for 10 minutes. 
Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 

committee, no physician c~n bring about the cure of a patient 
without knowing what aHs him. His first job is to correctly 
diagnose the case. 

In 1920 agriculhtre wns stricken with an all but mortal 
illness, an ilJness aggravated and made infinitely worue by the 
policy of deflation purposely adopted and ruthlessly carried out 
by the Federal Reserve Board. The incoming administration 
attempted to stem the debacle by calling Congress into special 
session on April 4, 1921. Within a month the new Congres -
the first of which I .had the honor to be a Member-reenacted 
the emergency agricultural tariff law which bad been enacted 
by a Republican Congress and vetoed by President Wilsou a 
few months before. 

This checked the incoming flood of agricultural products and 
at once resulted in stiffening the prices of those products of 
which we did not produce an exportable surplus. It also slowed 
up the downward trend of other products covered by the. bill. 
To improve the credit situation, which by this time had become 
desperate in the typically. agricultural sections of the country, 
the Congress promptly restored the War Finance Corporation, 
capitalized at a billion dollars from the Feueral Treasury, and 
directed that agency to render all possible aid to the agri
cultural and livestock industries of the Nation. The corpora
tion extended hundreds of millions of credit as directed by 
Congress, but was unable to materially check the disastrous 
trend that bad been set in motion to force liquidation. In spite 
of all that could be done, frightful losses continued all through 
the Corn Belt and among the farmers and stockmen of the 
l\liddle West. With the financial ruin of the farmer, came 
disaster to thousands of banks and merchants throughout the 
agricultural aren . 

I think I know something about farming. I did not learn it 
behind a desk, but behind the plow. l\1y father was a pioneer 
homesteader in Dakota teiTitory and I followed in his foot
steps and became a pioneer homesteader in my district 20 years 
later. I own and operate several farms and. am familiar with 
the losses agriculture bas sustained in my section. 

DIFFICULTIES ENCOU~TERED 

The fight made for agriculture during the last seven years by 
Members of Congress from the Midule West has had no parallel 
in the legislative history of this country. It bas been a fight 
against tremendous odds by a handful of devoted men whose 
con~istent ancl constructive efforts have won the admiration and 
respec~ of their bitterest foes. Greatly_ outnumbered, they have 
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by their determination, their unity of purpose and compelling 
logic forced the Congress and the country to recognize that there 
is a real farm problem that must be solved in the interest of 
justice to the agricultural producer. More and more it has 
dawned upon the people engaged in· industry that the prosperity 
of busine s can not permanently continue unless agriculture can 
be put on its feet, but conviction has not reached the point 
where the representatives of these sections are willing to ac
cept the olution that has been worked out by those who are the 
mo t immediately concerned and who have given the most 
thought and study to remedial legislation. 

Then, too, agriculture has been handicapped by too many 
doctor s and too many remedies, which in a measure have pre
vented that driving, cohe ·ive force necessary to quick action. 
The solution of the problem tackled was fraught with great 
difficulties. The interests of the farmers of one section of our 
va t country clashed with the interests of other sections. A 
solution that looked promising to one class of producers was 
declared by other. producers to be valueless or ruinous to them. 
Differences of tariff views and other economic que tions entered, 
to say nothing of politics. Out of the innumerable conferences, 
investigations, and proposals there finally came a half dozen 
out tanding bills which have received the thoughtful tudy and 
attention of 1\Iembers of Congre s. From these have been 
evolved the bill now before the House which bear. the name of· 
the two distingui hed chairmen of the agricultural committees 
of the House and Senate. 

CO~TROLLING FACTORS, NUMEROUS AND COMPLEX 

The factors that control the farm problem are too numerous 
and complex to be settled in a single piece of legislation. 
Neither this bill nor any other whith we may work out can 
permanently bring that stability apd measure of continued 

· pro perity to agriculture to which it is entitled. What we need 
in this country is a definite agricultural policy. To find and 
establi h this should be the final goal of the best brains in 
agriculture and its representatives here in Congress. 

An analysis of the situation would seem to indicate that the 
following are among the chief symptoms that still keep agri
culture rheumatic: 

First. High production costs. 
Second. Comparatively low price levels for farm products. 
Third. High taxes and intere t rates. 
Fourth. Long haul to market. 
Fifth. High fre ight rates. 
Sixth. High prices for farm machinery and other operating 

utilities. 
Seventh. Heavy indebtedness. 
Eighth. Deflation. 
Ninth. Inadequate credit facilities. 
Tenth. Lack of effective marketing organizations for surplus 

products. 
While the above are not all of the unfavorable symptoms, they 

are sufficient for this discussion and to illu h·ate the necessity of 
a we.ll-worked out governmental policy toward agriculture. 

The farmer is still producing at close to the war-time co ts 
in spite of improved machinery and increased efficiency. For 
the year 1927 the average price he received for what he pro
duced stood at 131 as compared with pre-war prices. That 
figure was far below the index-price figure for nonagricultural 
commoditie , which averaged 152 above the pre--war level. Hi 
taxes have increased from $344,000,000 in 1914 to $870,000,000 
for 1927, an increase of over 250 per cent. Interest rates are 
still high tbrouo-hout the agriculhrral area and freight rates 
are in many cases exorbitant. 

REDUCTION OF FREIGHT RATES NEEDED 

Three years ago Congress passed the Hoch-Smith resolution, 
diTecting the Interstate Commerce Commission to make a read
justment of freight rates, with a view to relieving the dep1·essed 
condition of agriculture. While some relief has been accorded, 
it has been wholly inadequate. We, who live in the Middle 
We t, have a long way to market. It is one of our greatest 
handicap . There should be a further and drastic reducti0n in 
freight rates on bulky farm products from this area. Every 
effort has been made to bring this about, but so far with meager 
re"' ults. It will not do, gentlemen, to balk the farmer at every 
turn. He has not been getting a square deal. He is not getting 
it now. If you who repre ent the industrial sections will not 
aid us, who represent the farming section, you are due for 
a rude awakening. The farmer cloes not want to tear at the 
throat of your prosperity, but he wants to share in it. He is 
infinitely more interested in lifting himself to your lever than 
in bringina- you down to his. He wants to pursue that course. 
We, who represent him here, have fought along this line. We 
are doing so now, but if you are determined to give him little 

or nothing of what he asks, he can and will eventually tear 
down the pillars that sustain your structure, though it bring 
added hardship on himself. 

FARr.fERS ENORMOUSLY INDEBTED' 

The farmers of America are enormously indebted. They 
still owe from twelve t o fifteen billions of dollars upon a total 
land value of not to exceed fifty-eight billion. Hence, they are 
intensely interested in bringing prices of farm products to a 
parity with nonagricultural commodities. B1i.nging farm prices 
up means more to them than bringing other commodities down. 
They need a reasonably high price level to pay their debts. 
They can not work out on a continued low commodity price. 
You have a chance to aid them by getting back of the Haugen
McNary bill. Every consideration of fairness and justice de-
mands this. It is backed by practically every farm organiza
tion in the country. The farmer is just as much entitled to 
the benefit of the tariff as anybody else. This bill seeks to give 
it to him. He should be pe1·mitted to try out the marketing 
system created by the measure. 

The purchasing power of union workers' wages was 37 per 
cent greater in 1925 than in 1913. It still stands at about that 
figure. The income of business, industry, railways, and public 
utilities is well above the pre-war level, while the purchasing 
power of the farmer's dollar as measured by the selling \alue 
of his commoqj.ties is now only about 90 per cent of tbe pre-war 
level. The average for 1927 was 86 per cent of the 1910' to 
1914 base. Can you wonder that he is dissatisfied and demand
ing relief? Place him on a parity with industry and labOr and 
you will hear no more kicks. 

PROTECTIVE TARIFF AND THE FAR:AiER 

We are r eminded here that the farmer shares in the pro
tective tariff. Let me remind you that the protective system 
developed in the United States is much broader than the 
tariff. The tariff protects the manufacturing indu try; the 
immigration and other laws protect labor; the Esch-Cummins 
and interstate commerce laws protect the railroads, and the 
Federal re erve act protects the banking business. 

The farmer can not any more compete with cheap labor 
abroad than can anybody else. It is true that he has the 
largest protection in the present tali:ff law that he has ever 
enjoyed. Without it he would be completely ruined. Thanks 
to the "farm bloc," which I had the honor to help organize, 
he has the largest free list of the things that he must buy that 
he has ever enjoyed. But he is largely cheated out of the
benefits that should accrue to him on this account by combina
tions and monopolies. 'l'his is especially true of farm machinery. 

Democrats have twitted us for supporting the ruling of the 
Speaker on the McMaster resolution. Well, what was this 
resolution? Here it is in the form introduced : 

Resolved, That the United States Senate favors an immediate lower
ing of tariff schedules and tariff legislation, eq1bod.ring lowered sched
ules, should be considered and enacted during the present session of 
Congress: Be it further 

Re.solved, That a <"OPY of this resolution be transmitted to the 
House of Representatives. 

The plain import of this language includes farm schedule~ as 
well as others. There are no qualifying words. Of course, 
nearly all the Democrats were for it. Agriculture nev·er has 
had any protection while they were in power, and the sudden 
disaRter that came to that industry as soon as hipping became 
available after the war was due in very great measure to lack 
of prvtection against (·heap agricultural imports. 

During the debate in the Senate, however, it was soon dis
covered that this resolution had a decided back wallop. After 
several days' discu ~ion it took this form: 

Resolved, That many of the rates in existing tariff schedules are 
excessive, and that the Si:>na te f avors an immedia te r evision downward 
of such excessive rates, establishing a closer parity between agriculture 
and industry, believing it will result to the general benefit of all. 

Resolved further, That such tariff revision should be considered and 
enacted during the present se sion of Congress ; and 

R esolved further, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to 
the House of Representatives. 

This had no back .kick. It was perfectly safe to vote for it. 
Everybody could heartily join in nursing it along. It attacked 
no specific schedules. It gave no information. It was quite 
innocuous. We agree with the general sentiment expre sed, but 
passing resolutions never changed a tariff law or altered a single 
chedule. To deal effectively with the tariff we must attack 

schedules and rates. That is what we of the Middle West have 
sought to do in the House, but we are a mere handful as com
pared with the Members representing the industrial sections 
and so far it h,!LS not been possible to secure many of the ad-
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justments that we have sought. However, it seems reasonably 
certain that the next Congress will undertake revision. 

When this resolution came over to the House the Democratic 
leaders saw a fine chance to start a little political fireworks 
and were not slow to seize the opportunity and so moved to refer 
it to the Committee on Ways and Means. Of course they 
knew this was contrary to the standing rules of the House, but 
what is the law of the House when there appears to be a chance 
to make some political medicine! The Speaker held that the 
resolution was transmitted to the House for the information 
of its l\fembers and that it should be held there in accordance 
with the disposition of other resolutions of this character time 
out of mind. Upon appeal from the Chair his ruling was sus
tained. There was no vote on the resolution, nor was it tabled. 
· .A mere inspection of the resolution must make it perfectly 

clear that the House could not vote upon it. It simply pur
ported to express a sentiment or opinion of the Senate with 
r espect to tariff revision and was transmitted to the House for 
its information. It was a Senate resolution, not a joint one. 
From a parliamentary standpoint it bas exactly the same status 
as a Senate resolution advising the House that the Senate is in 
session and ready for the transaction of business or any other 
unilateral resolution of this sort. 

It is a favorite pastime of a certain type of political dema
gogue to charge all of those who believe in the Republican prin
ciple of protection with being tools of Wall Str~et. There is 
not an informed man in this Chamber who does not know that 
Wall Street and the international bankers who have loaned 
billions of dollars to Europe and other foreign countries are 
in favor of a drastic tariff reduction. They reason, and correctly 
from their viewpoint, that the more foreign counh·ies can im
port to this country the more certain they will be to get their 
money back. These people, if they had their way, would re
move· the farm schedules entirely. What concern have the 
denizens of Wall Street shown for the farmers of the country 
just so they can line their pockets? Of all charges this is in a 
class by itself for absurdity. So far as I am concerned I shall 
fight them to the last ditch. I do not propose to stand for a 
reduction of any of the farm schedules, if I can prevent it. 
A tariff sufficient to make good the difference in the cost of 
production here and abroad is the only safe criterion by which 
we can proceed. 

FAR!IIERS' FREE LIST 

The idea that a drastic reduction of the tariff can materially 
help the farmer is largely illusory. This must be perfectly 
apparent when it is remembered that the great bulk of his 
purchases-those that require large expenditures-are on the 
free list. Among these are: 

Plows, tooth harrows, disk harrows, headers, h~rvesters, reapers, 
drills, planters, mowers, horse rakes, cultivators, threshing machines, 
cotton gins, wagons, carts, cream separators under $50, breeding animals, 
pedigreed ; cinchona bark and a long list of chemicals, binding twine, 
borax, cement, common brick, chrome ore, coal, cobalt ore, cocoa or 
cocoa beans, coffee, blue vitriol, tar, tea, barbed wire, wool used for 
carpets, copperas, gloves from leather, guano, explo-sives, with the excep
tion of a few specially provided for; gunpowder, bones, whetstones, 
iodine, crude rubber, leather and products of leather usually used on 
farms boots and shoes of leather, band and sewing-machine needles, oil 
cake ~rid oil-cake meal, petroleum, kerosene, benzine, naphtha, gasoline, 
paraffin, pads for horses, crude phosphates, quinine, rennet, sheep dip, 
shingles, tapioca, turpentine, and lumber generally. 

FARMERS' INTEREST IN TARIFF REVISION 

Ever~·body knows that the prices of many of these articles 
are too high, but the tariff is not a factor. The tariff on woolen 
goods is quite as important to the woolgrowers as to the 
manufacturer. Of what possible value could a tariff be upon 
raw wool imports if woolen goods were on the free list? Such 
a policy would not only ruin the manufacturer and throw tens 
of thousands of employees out upon the streets to seek the 
soup kitchens, and thereby destroy the farmer's best market 
for his products, but would ruin the sheepmen, who would no 
longer have a market for their wool at any price. The same is 
true of the tariff upon cotton textiles. The cotton grower is 
quite as much interested in it as the manufacturer. Paint, which 
is over three-fourths pure linseed oil, falls in the same class, 
If paint came in free, what would become of the flax g:rower? 
And of what value would the present tariff of 40 cents a bushel 
be? He now receives a large benefit from this tariff, as we 
are on a import basis on flax. The w.hole question resolves itself 
down to the proposition of whether we believe in an American 
standard of living or whether we are going to force labor to 
accept the pitiful wage scale of Europe and submit to peasantry 
for our farmers. For my part I prefer our American standards. 
They are worth fighting for, but we want an American standard 

for the farmer also. He is more entitled to it than industry 
and just as much entitled to it as labor. Labor has indorsed our 
program. Industry should do the same. 

I have from time to time introduced tariff bills to help the 
development of the feldspar industry in my State, , to afford 
better protection to our alfalfa- eed growers, and the like. 
There are now pending before the Ways and 1\Ieans Committee 
of the H ouse seYeral bills seeking to aid agriculture by read
justments and increased schedules on agricultural products. 
The milling in bond provision for wheat should be abolished, 
and the free importation of mixed oils, to the great detriment 
of our flaxseed growers, should be stopped. These bills have 
my earnest backing and are being supported by all midwestern 
Congressmen. Not only that, but just a soon as tariff revision 
can be undertaken we are going to insist that all schedules that 
are too high are reduced, that the tariff is removed entirely 
where not needed, and that there be such a complete readjust
ment all along the line as will give to the agricultural industry 
a square deal. To accomplish this end we of the :!\Iid West pro
pose to form any kind of a combination that will ecure justice 
to the farmer. We are better organized and occupy more pow
erful committee assignments than our section has ever had. 
.1.\Iost of us have been here long enough to know how to push 
our fight effectively, and will continue it if returned. Unity of 
effort here and backing from home will finally put across this 
prob>Tam. 

No one to-clay who knows anything about the conditions under 
which agricultural products, livestock, and wool are produced 
in foreign lands believes that agriculture in this country can 
sunive free imports. South America, New Zealaud, Australia, 
and Russia can and will put the American farmers out of busi
ness if the farm schedules·are removed, or even lowered to any 
considerable extent. The agricultural schedules in the present 
tariff law are the most favorable the farmers have ever enjoyed. 

·The bill we are now considering is bottomed upon them. Remove 
tariff protection and it would ha>e little value. The measure 
seeks to give the American producer the full benefit of the 
schedules by removing the surplus so as to permit the price 
of those farm products consumed at home to rise behind the 
tariff wall to a point approximating the foreign price plus the 
tariff on the product with respect to which an operating period 
is declared. 

COOPERATIVES AND FAJUdERS, SURPLUS 

The rise of cooperatives ttu·oughout the United States in 
recent years has been quite remarkable. On January 1, 1928, 
there -were listed with the Division of Cooperative Marketing 
in the United States Department of Agriculture 11,340 farmers' 
cooperative associations. It is e timated by the department 
that the aggregate volume of business done by these cooperatiYe 
associations, both marketing and purchasing, during the fi>e 
years from 1923 to 1927, inclusi>e, is about $11,000,000,000. A 
rather complete survey made of farmers' cooperative business 
in 1925 showed a total >olume of $2,400,000,000 for that year. 

Gratifying as this showing is, however, it has been found 
impossible to extend any of them to a point where the surplus 
situation can be taken care of. This the bill before us seeks 
to help them do. Now, the burdens of cooperation are borne by 
the members alone, and outsiders largely reap the benefits with
out making any contribution. Under this bill all of the bene
ficiaries would share prGportionately in carrying the overhead 
on any surplus product in which the farm board was operating. 
Corporations are perinitted to sell their surplus abroad at a 
lower price than at home. That is what this bill proposes to 
do. Why should not the farmers be given the same privilege 
and be allowed to spread any loss on exports over the enhanced 
price receivf'jl for the much greater bulk of the crop sold at 
home? 

OPERATIO:S OF EQUALlZATIO:S FEE 

Senator GooDING, of Idaho, in a recent speech in the Senate 
explained the manner in which the equalization fee would 
operate in actual practice, as follows: 

Let me tell what happens to the fat·mer. The average production of 
wheat in America is about 800,000,000 bushels per year. We export 
200,000,000 bushels a year. That is about the average export, and I 
am going to take the average. I will take round figures, because they 
will be easier for me to explain in relation to the benefit of the equaliza
tion fee as it will be put in force by the board. 

In my State for the last two years the price of wheat to the farmer 
has averaged $1 a bushel, and I am going to take $1 a bushel, because 
that is a round number. What the bill proposes to do is to increase 
tbe price of whea t by the amount of the tariff, 42 cents per bushel. 
Wheat in my State is worth a uollar per bushel for export into foreign 
markets. · That means, for the 200,000,000 bushel of wheat that will be 
exp01·ted and taken off the market to export, that the board will lose .. 
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$84,000,000 ; but in order to make up that loss they will levy· an 
equalization fee of 12 cents a bu bel, which will raise $Q6,000,000, or 
$12,000,000 more than the loss in the sale of the 200,000,000 bushels 
of wheat on the foreign market. This- means that the farmer will 
have left 30 cents a bushel, because be is able to take off from this 
market the surplus and sell it abroad and bring the price of wheat up 
to the world price plus the tariff. lie can not get the 42 cents but he 
can get the 30 cents, which means in round numbers that the farmer 
will make off of his crop of 800,000,000 bushels $240,000,000. In 
other words, instead of selling his wheat for $1 per bushel in Idaho, 
if this bill passes with its equalization fee, he will receive $1.30 per 
bu bel and even that does not bring him within 10 cents of the actual 
co t of production as found by his Government that he is entitled to. 
Surely everybody ought to be willing to give any producer or any 
manufacturer the cost of production. There is something wrong in 
any man's system when he is not willing to give at least that much. 

The farmers over the country are not asking the taxpayers 
to assume the hazard of loss on exports. They are willing to 
carry that risk and take the chance. Why should they not be 
allowed to do so? 

PRODUCERS MUST CONTROL SALES ORGANIZATION 

Under proper management the present bill will be a great 
stimulus to the cooperatives. These should be given every pos
sible encouragement with a view to eventually turning the 
whole organization over to the farmers themselves. I am still 
of the opinion that the producers themselves must in the end 
be put in charge of their sales organization. Our agricultural 
colleges are devoting most of their time to better production 
methods. Is it not time they proceed to train young men in 
cooperative methods and salesmanship? This is quite as essen
tial. We are yearly recruiting from the farm the best brains of 
the country for business and the professions. Why not train 
and recruit some of them to handle the farmers' own business? 

We need these brains for agriculture and they should be so 
thoroughly trained that they can go out and compete success
fully with the best that is to be found in business and industry. 

DIRECT BUYING-cAPPER-HOPE BILL 

To illustrate how difficult it is to legislate effectively let me 
call your attention to the packers and stockyards act that we 
pa ed in 1921. This act was designed to put an end to many 
abu es that had developed at the terminal markets. It was 
attacked in the courts but finally sustained and enforcement 
attempted. Now the packers are succe sfully avoiding some 
of its most valuable features by dividing up the territory and 
sending out their men to buy direct gom the farmers. Their 
excu e is to eliminate the middleman and save freight for the 
producer. The actual effect seems to be to eliminate compe
tition by keeping the hogs away from the terminals: While pre
tending to pay top-notch prices th('se have already -been 
depre sed by lack of competitive buying at~e great centers. 
Not only are hogs kept from the concentration points, but the 
big packers having gotten a sufficient number of hogs. by direct 
buying to keep their killers busy arrange to buy from the com
mi. ion firms on different days so as to avoid bidtling again. t 
<:>ach other. Wallace P. Neff, editor of the Kan as City Daily 
Drovers Telegram, at the hearing on the Capper-Hope bill 
before the Senate Committee on Agriculture, testified that as a 
result of this new development the price of hog. during the 
year 1927 was held approximately $3 a hundred below what the 
market would have been under competitive conditions. While 
tlu statement i not susceptible of exact proof, he cited figures 
which tended strongly to prove his assertion. The Capper
Hope bill seeks to head off this development. If the packers 
will not play the game on the square it is up to us to make 
them do o. I repeat, that the farmers' most effective weapon 
is organized marketing. It is his surest road to a permanent 
solution. The Haugen bill seeks to aid him in achieving this 
great re ·u1t. 

WATER TRANSPORTATION 

A moment ago I called your attention to some of the difficul
ties encountered by the agricultural indu try in the l\Iiddle 
We t. We are in the country of the long haul and the high 
freight rate. A good part of the value of our products at the 
terminal~ is eaten up by the charges for taking it there. As 
alr ady stated, it has proved impossible to get the freight-rate 
tructure lowered o as to give us that relief which is e sential 

tn our prosperity and well-being. Failing in a direct attack we 
are proceeding by an outflanking movement. I have reference 
to the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence deep waterway proposal and 
the inland waterway ' development. 

Some years ago, in company with Hon. Frank 0. Lowden, 
now candidate for President, Hon. W. H. McMASTER, then Gov
ernor of South Dakota, and a number of Senators, Congress
men, and others, I made a trip over the proposed St. Lawrence 
deep-waterway canal all the way from Niagara Falls to Quebec. 

I have made a careful study of the engineering features and 
am satisfied that the proposal is entirely feasible and that it 
can be completed at a reasonable cost. Every commission of 
experts that has examined the project has found in its favor 
as against every other plan for a ca:p.al connecting the Great 
Lakes with the Atlantic Ocean. 

·with direct water connection by ocean-going vessels between 
Duluth, Chicago, and other inland ports and Europe, we can 
greatly decrease freight rates on farm products exported 
abroad. It has been estimated that the saving on wheat alone 
would be close to 10 cents a bushel. As the domestic price is 
governed by the London price, less freight and handling 
charges, this would mean an increase in price of 10 cents a 
bushel on our average annual production of 800,000,000 bushels, 
which would place $80,000,000 annually in the farmer's pocket 
that he does not now get. That certainly is worth while. He 
would also be a large gainer on a good many other products. 

DEVELOPMENT OF INDUSTRY IN MIDDLE WEST 

Making navigable our inland waterways to the Gulf of 
Mexico and developing our barge lines will also greatly reduce 
freight rates by direct competition with the railways. This 
development is now well under way and is being pushed with 
all possible vigor. Its completion will not only reduce the 
freight on outgoing products but will greatly reduce the freight 
rates on cotton, coal, lumber, and the like that must find their 
way into the interior. It not only means much to agriculture 
but will permit industries to develop in the Middle West. In 
turn, this industrial development will aid the producer by 
bringing the consumer to his door. It will enable the farmer 
to successfully produce many things for which he now has no 
market. Industry is revolutionizing the South. Prosperity has 
come to her people. Give us cheap transportation and power 
and the Middle West will speedily come to its own. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South 
Dakota has expired. 

1\Ir. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON). 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota is 
recognized. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON. 1\Ir. Chairman, the question of 
parity for agriculture with other industries is one that has been 
before Congress for some years. Both sides of the question 
have been thoroughly discussed in Congress as well as in the 
press and the public forum. 

At first it was urged that it was not a national problem; 
rather, one that would soon solve itself, but that expectation 
has not materialized. It is now generally conceded that the 
agricultural indush·y-the production of food for the Nation
is laboring under a handicap and has been for a number 
of years. This fact as recognized by both major political 
parties in their platform declarations in 1924. 

The presence of the problem is therefore acknowledged a.nd 
the only question is as to how best to solve it. Naturally, a 
question that affects directly the rural population of our land, 
and indirectly all citizens, would bring forth many different 
theories and opinions for its solution. 

Coming from a fine agricultural district, it is not strange that 
I sensed, in its early stages, the depression that beset the 
farmers, and I had the plea ure and privilege of offering the 
first farm relief measure, namely, the Lyon stabilization plan, in
troduced in the House in 1920. The House Committee on Agri
culture very graciously held hearings upon this bill and ac
corded me tile opportunitY of presenting such facts as I then 
had bearing upon the situation. 

Later other plans were propose{!, and since that time the 
Committee on Agriculture certainly has been both patient and 
painstaking in the lengthy, careful, and exhaustive considera
tion it has given the subject. In the hearings conducted by this 
committee in the past few years may be found most illuminating 
data and infcrmation relating to the entire industry, incluaing 
production costs, marketing, and so forth. 

In time the committee reported what is generally known as 
the McNary-Haugen bill, first considered in this House in 1924, 
and in 1927 it pa sed both Houses of Congress. 

Now, again, "·e have this bill before us for consideration in 
a somewhat modified form, and as it provisions have been so 
thoroughly analyzed by other'S I shall not attempt to shed any 
further light upon the bill itself. Everyone here is familiar 
with its provisions. 

I simply wish to appeal to you from the industrial centers 
of our country who may ba-re some honest doubts as to the 
benefits of this proposed legislation. I ask you to give us the 
benefit of the doubt; help us give this measure such a majority 
that there can be no question about it becoming a law. Let 
us enact it into a live, effective statute at this session. Per-

/ 
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haps it is not perfect; few important statutes are perfect to 
begin with. But if put in operation ex.rperience will quickly 
point out the defects and a subsequent Congress will then amend 
it in conformity with the knowledge gained by it operation. 

It is my belief that the bill will be of immediate help when 
enacted into law. It will bring to an end the long discussion of 
this vexatious question. It will put this program to the test; 
and should it fail to bring..about the equality that we hope for and 
believe will result, no great harm could result; while if it accom
pli ·hes what we confidently hope, then one of the most difficult 
problems that has conf1~nted us for many years will have been 
solved. It will restore the agricultural industry to a fair degree 
of pro~perity. It will bring peace and contentment to the large 
number of our people engaged in the production of the Nation's 
food supply. And, incidentally, let me remind you who come 
from the indush·ial centers, that you are also interested in this 
restoration of a!!l'iculture. When we enjoy prosperity we pur
chase more of your manufactured wares ; we are better cus
tomers; and the added prospetity will be enjoyed by all. 

This problem bas been before Congress for many years. Let 
us approve the bill by ucb a majority as to insure its enact-
ment and give it a fair trial. -

1\lr. HAUGEN. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. SEARs]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

l\Ir. SEARS of Nebraska. l\Ir. Chairman, while I have re
duced to writing what I intended to say on this question, so 
that I would not wobble too much, I can not dispose of it in 
10 minutes, so I will avail myself of the leave to extend my 
remarks and print the address that I have prepared. But in 
addition I wish to say a word. 

Several years ago I came to the conclusion that something 
mru t be done to tabilize the price of farm products. What 
made me think that, gentlemen, was this : I think that three 
;rears ago Secretary Jardine, our Secretary of Agriculture, 
stated that we had a shortage along in the summer of about 
75,000,000 bushels of wheat. Now, one would think that accord
ing to the normal carrying out of the law of supply and de
mand, ina ·much as some of the far-away fields of production 
were not known and it was not known what they would produce 
that year, that would have the tendency to raise the price of 
wheat. On the contrary, the price went down half a dollar a 
bushel. 

There are three kinds of wheat growers who must sell from 
the machine. One is the ordinary wheat grower. He does not 
know what the price will be in the future. He has to sell at 
once because he llas been waiting for that crop to get some 
money. Another is the tenant farmer. The other is the one 
who has mortgaged his crop. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, those three classes should be looked 
after, so that they will become useful citizens, so that they 
can educate their families properly and pay their debts and 
own their farms themselves. But as oon as those three classes 
had sold their wheat from the machine, which they were com
pelled to do, -up went the price higher than it was before. 

Now, it seemed to me that something must be done to prevent 
that evil from happening, that condition from becoming a per
manent one in the country, so that those men would become 
citizens who would be valuable to themselves and their com
munities and not be robbed, as they were that year, of about 
$350,000,000. 

Now, that $350,000.000 was the difference to those . men of 
what was between adversity and prosperity. To the men who 
raised that wheat it meant $25 to the acre. It seems to me 
that something ought to be d.one. I do not know whether or 
not the McNary-Haugen bill will work out as some enthu
siastical people believe. I have never said I was sure about it. 
But I have great confidence in many who have clear minds and 
warm hearts. If it fails, it will show what legislatively can 
succeed. 

I think that is the only word I can give to you to-night. The 
rest I will put in the RECORD, and I hope that a few of you will 
take time enough and consideration enough to believe that there 
is some thought and some value there, so that you will read it 
in the RECORD of our daily proceedings. [Applause.] 

I can not talk further on the subject of the McNary-Haugen 
bill without laying a foundation for an argument as to why 
something akin to the McNary-Haugen bill should not be 
passed. I want you to know the condit ions out in the great 
Northwest section as I know them. Many of you do not as 
yet. The people of this Nation have never been fair to the 
great section lying east of the Rocky Mountains. They may 
have thought they were fair. They may not have thought any
thing about it. But still they have been more unfair to that 
great sec-tion than to any other. Even a barrel hoop will turn 

under too much pre sure. And the innocent rabbit has been 
stated as one that at last would fight the bulldog at no matter 
what result. 

Every section of our country demands fairness under the 
Great Compact. At one time many in New England were talk
ing of seceding in the early days of the Union because they 
thought they were being treated unfairly under the compact. 
Later, the Southern States attempted to secede, because they 
thought th~y were being treated unfairly under the compact. 
And at least this is ti·ue that any section of the country that 
thinks it is being treated unfairly should state its grievances 
either real or imagined. ' 

Every section of our country except the great Northwest has 
b~n helped in its development along the lines of its be ·t pro
spective. We fought a war for sailors' rights, and because the 
shipping business was great in New England. We have de
veloped all our harbor around our coasts for tbe benefit of the 
respective sections. We have ornamented this city with hun
dreds of millions of dollars of benefits. We have expended 
hundred of millions of dollars in the lower l\1i sis ·ippi, includ
ing upkeep, and such. ·we have taken care of the Ohio River 
and the Great Lakes. We have encouraged corporate life until 
it has reached out and taken po session of every line of activity 
in the United States, and so that in the last 60 year men wh() 
commenced with nothing have started organizations that now 
own two-thirds of the Nation and dictate to the whole. They 
dictate to administrations and to both Houses of Congress and 
to our departments. They dictate to our press and to our 
schools. Directly or indirectly we are a price-fixing Nation as 
to everything but the product of the farm, and the most guilty 
ones of the price-fixing activity look the agriculturalist in the 
eye coldly, and without twitching a muscle, indict him as one 
who is trying to price fix. 

No part of this Kation can thrive without navigation. If 
any ~ction is without navigation, the rest of the country that 
has will get reduced ra~es becau e of their navigation, and the 
recoupment of los es w1ll be placed on the shoulders of those 
without. The agriculturalists of the great valley, by act of 
Government in the deflation of currency and credits, were 
caused to lose more of their wealth than the entire war co ·t. 
There was the great commencement of their undoing. It was 
an act of the Democratic administration then in power. How
e,·er, this is n()t an indictment of the Democratic Party in any 
special sense, for it would have been just the same if the Repub
lican administration had been in power. Think of the Govern
ment sending out OJ'ders to reduce loans and discounts 30 per 
cent in 30 days. \Vho would have believed such a thing pos
sible? Yet it was done, and uicides by the hundreds followed. 
Men of wealth and standing by act of Government were ruined 
in a year by the hundreds of thousands-worse than tllat., 
millions. 

That great western country has asked that its flood waters be 
saved to it, especially that great section east of the mountains. 
People all over this country are a king that the floods be eon
trolled by the only system that can control flood~ , by reservoir
ing the different minor flood areas who ·e combined volume 
makes up the great floods of the lower Mi is ippi. But this 
House and the Senate have each pa ed a bill that is intended 
to perpetuate floods, that is intended to cause tlle expenditure 
of billions of dollars to perpetuate floods. And the only hope 
of flood control up to this moment is placed in the hands of the 
avowed enemies of the only method of controlling and doing 
a way with floods that can be devised. This in the face of the 
well-founded belief of all friends of real flood control that true 
control may be had to the American people at an expense of 
$600,000,000, of which $400,000,000 will be reimbursive, leaving a 
net cost, and a threat of floods gone foreYer, of $20,000,000 net. 

Over beyond wishing to see the West develop according to 
its best, what are some of the purely selfi b interests of the 
East, in the development of the national food supply that comes 
from the Great Plains country? For lack of water that great 
territory is losing its fertility and is not raising the wheat per 
acre a· formerly. All authorities so declare. The winter 
wheating process and summer fallowing is sapping the nitrogen 
from the soil. It needs the added water to re tore the nitro
gen. In about eight years ~s a permanent condition the con
sumption of wheat in this country passes its production. We 
are then on an importing basis. Thi year, because of lack of 
moisture, the great wheat fields of the West will probably not 
produce one-fourth of their normal supply. The people of the 
East are now paying about half a dollar a bushel more than 
three months ago for their "·heat, and the price is still soaring. 
It will probably go t() a half or double beyond where it i now. 
In total this will mean hundreds of millions of dollars, and 
perhaps enough to resenoir the entire system of flood areas and 
surely of that great wheat country east of the Rocky Moun-
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tains. The Atlantic States call for 250,000,000 bushels more 
than they produce annually. It may well be profitable for the 
Ea t to seriously inquire, Can it ignore its own food supply 
even if 1t does the suppliers? 

That great northwestern country of which I have spoken 
has asked that its great rh·er be improved for navigation 
whereby will be saved to billions of bushels of grain raised 
each year, from 5 to 6 cent~ a bushel. The railroads of the 
\V"e t have fought 25,000,000 of agricultural people-including 
tho e dependent upon them for their industrial life-and for 
50 years that improvement has been denied those people except 
as to an occasional gesture. It is easier to get a hundred mil
lion doll~rs to ornament the city of Washington than it is to get 
$10,000,000 to improve that great river. This in spite of the 
fact that all engineers--of course, all laymen-agree that that 
great river is the mo t practical river of them all for naviga
tion. And governmental authority has said that when improved, 
as the old Mis. ouri Ri>er commission knew how to improve it, 
that it would ha>e the carrying capacity of 600 single-track 
railr ads. 

If the tatement I have made are conservative and true, 
who ~hall say that that great western section has not good 
cause to voice its complaint? But that is only a part. With 
eyes wide open on ample and full advice of the needs of that 
great section for a conservation of its water resources, this 
,·e. sion, a far as · it could as yet, has fixed also the drought 
situation upon it. Now, drought is a greatel' calamity to the 
national welfare than flood. in the lower section. Times over 
the lo e occasioned by floods, bad as they are, are the losses 
occasioned by drought. Yet the East and the South, have 
said by their combination, that the floods hall continue and 
the drought shall continue, and that this Nation shall not 
develop according to it best prospective. And this because of 
the grip that the combined power people of this Nation have 
upon legi.'lative and executive functioning. The power people 
who reach .out to cities, ·States, and the activities of a nation, 
being determined that reservoir control of the flood areas shall 
not be had, for the reason that some of the reservoirs for the 
storage of flood waters might develop power for the people. 
That is the rea~on that Mu.·cle Shoals has not been put to 
work for the benefit of the southeastern section of our country. 
And the power there developed is sold by the Government at 
2 mills per kilowatt-hour to the power companies, and they 
in turn charging the people of that section 10 cents per kilo
watt-hour. 

There has never been known in the history of the w01:lcl !':UCh 
good .buyers and spenders when they were in a normal :financial 
ituation as the people of the Northwest. Yet the people of the 

Ea~t, in thinking only of their own interests, have denied to 
the West the ability to buy. How can the East prosper unless 
the West i pro perous? 

Having laid down something of a foundation, let us get back 
to the McNary-Haugen bill. Why should a poor crop bring to 
the agriculturalist more money than a good crop? Something 
i" wrong if it does. And it does. The farmer is the only man 
engaged in busine s to-day that take hi product to market and 
a ·ks bow much he shall receive for it. He does, and he does. 
If we were to commence in the first instance to adopt the policy 
of price fixing, where would we commence? By unanimous vote 
we would commence with agl'iculture. Yet price fixing obtains 
as to every one else but the farmer. I am for the l\IcNru:y
Haugen bill becau e I think it will in all fainie ·s fix prices and 
stabilize prices. It will take an act of Government to so al·
range that this wonderfully scattered activity may have its 
parts so correlated that there will be uch fair stabilization. I 
have ne>er said that I was sure that the McNary-Haugen bill 
would -work satisfactorily to all concerned. I do not know. 
But I have thought if it failed it would show us what would 
work. First, I am for my own section. If any man's hand is 
raised against my part of the country, I am enlisted in the war 
against him that he has declared and brought about. This, of 
course, in a very good natured way and abiding by whatever 
conclusion' are reached, but hoping that in the end the battle 
shall wage with at least some modicum of benefit to my own 
peovle. 

Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. LucE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

1\Ir .. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, of course I address myself to this 
subject under the existing conditions only in the hope that the 
unanswerable arguments which will fall from my lips will be 
reflected in print and in due course add something to the 
enliglltenment of public opinion, upon which all law is founde<l. 
[Applause.] 

I haYe addressed myself on p'revious occasions to this subject. 
It has become a biennial theme, and should I stay in CongTess 
many years longer, I presume that the material which I now 
"\"\ill give you will be available again for my own u e e>ery two 
years. [Laughter.] 

I have one piece of good fortune as compared with the friends 
of the bill. A clergyman may turn his barrel of sermons upside 
down and use the old sermons over again, for principles endure. 
Gentlemen who favor this proposal, however, are embarrassed 
by the fact that conditions change rapidly. Several of the 
speeches to which I have Ii tened evidently -were taken out of 
the closet where they ha>e been for from one to four years and 
ha>e not been newly adapted to the change in prices and the 
improved prosperity of the farmer. I am not bothered in that 
way, because it is the eternal truth that I am maintaining. 
[Applause.] 

It is well, in the course of these repeated di cussions, that 
occasionally a voice from outside the circles directly interested 
should be heard, eYen though at remote intervals,- the voice of 
somebody who speaks for the consumer. Here also I have some 
advantage, because nearly all the speeches that have been deliv
ered have been appeals to the elf-interest of one portion Of the 
people, while it is my fortune to peak not for the 30,000,000 
people of a single class, but for the 120,000,000 people of the 
"·hole country. [Applause.] 

When this discussion ·was young, so inany years ago that I 
suppose most of you have forgotten it, but when the end in view 
was somewhat nearer achie>ement than it is to-day, the weekly 
letter of the American Farm Bureau Federation said that the 
McNary-Haugen b:ll would be worth a billion dollars to the 
farmers of this country-one thousand millions of dollars of 
benefits. 

Mr. MAJOR of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. LUCE. With the greatest of pleasure, because I may 

thereby get something in my speech that I might ba>e forgotten. 
Mr. MAJOR of Illinois. I wonder whether the gentleman bas 

any corn or wheat farmers in his district? 
Mr. LUCE.. I hope presently, in the due and orderly course 

of my remarks, to come to that particular point. Now, I want 
you to stop thinking in millions and figure out what this means 
in dollars. This is a proposal to giYe one-quarter of the people 
of this country one thousand million dollar . Of course, it is 
not going to be taken out of the pockets of foreigners; it is not 
going to be fished out of the sea or pulled off some bush. It is 
to come out of all of u . ·we alone can furnish this one thou
sand million dollars. We must count in the farmers themselves 
because they, too, are consumers and must pay their quarter. 
If you figure it out with this in mind you will find that here is 
a proposal to take, on tlle average, out of the pockets of every 
family in this counh·y $40 a year ; and you are going to put into 
the pocket of every farmer of this country $160 a year. He 
will pay $40 of that himself, so that his gain is $120 a year, 
while we consumers pay $40 a year for each family. · 

I much regret that I do not see a large and enthu -·iastic 
attendance of the gentlemen fr.om New York City this evening, 
but I trust they will read my words and prepare themselve 
to go before their constituents this next fall and explain to the 
people of the East Side and the West Side why we are going 
to take $40 a year out of the pittance that the wage earners 
receive. I do not see here my friend from Rochester, who la t 
year made a powerful . peech which disclo ed the iniquities of 
the McNary-Haugen bill, and then proceeded to vote for it. 
I wish he bad been here that be might by these remarks be 
prompted to ask his clothing workers what they think of con
tributing $40 a year, say one week's wages, for the benefit of 
another class in the community. In case the bill becomes law, 
I would ask every man here who has voted for it and expects to 
face an audience this fall to be ready to explain why be would 
take out of the pockets of every head of a family not a farmer 
$40 of his income and turn it over to the farmers of the West 
and South. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUCE. I yield with the greatest pleasure to the gentle

man from l\lis i sippi. 
· l\fr. RANKIN. The gentleman evidently mi sed the speech 
made by the gentleman from New York [1\Ir. GRIFFIN] in oppo
sition to the bill. 

Mr. LUCE. I am thankful that somebody else looks at it 
in the same way, as all wise men should. [Applause.] 

1\Ir. PURNELL. ·wm the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUCE. I yield. 
Mr. PURNELL. I do not claim to be half as wise as the 

gentleman from Massachusetts, but evidently he is not familiar 
with the heal'ings which have taken place in our committee for 
the last fom· years, otherwi. ·e be would know that every labor 
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organization in the United States and every body of workers 
within the United States that appeared before our committee 
upon numerous occasions advocated the passage of this bill, and 
I myself a ... ked them this specific question at the conclusion of 
their statements : " Do you still favor this bill if you believe 
it will increase your cost of living?" And they said yes. 

Mr. LUOE. That is all the more reason why my argument 
ought to appear in print and persuade the deluded. [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOWELL. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 
1\Ir. LUCE. Yes. 
Mr. DOWELL. Then the gentleman admits in his argument 

that the farmer is going to be benefited by this legh;lation 
when it is enacted? 

Mr. LUCE. I am taking the American Farm Bureau Fed
eration at its word ana proceeding on that assumption. 

Mr. DOWELL. I am just suggesting to the gentleman that 
his argument is conclusive that this bill will do exactly · what 
the purpose of it is, and that is to give the farmer a greater 
price for his products. 

1\Ir. LUCE. If it does not do that, the bill is no good. 
Mr. DOWELL. Certainly; and the gentleman admits it is 

good because he says it ·is going to give the farmer a greater 
price for his product. 

Mr. LUCE. It is good for one-quarter of the people of this 
countt·y at the expense of the other three-quarters. 

Mr. DOWELL. But it is good for the farmer? 
Mr. LUCE. It is fine for the Western and Southern farmer. 
You think I do not represent any farmers because I am from 

the East. Gentlemen discussing this bill do not think there 
is any such thing as a farmer north of the Potomac River or 
east of Pittsburgh. 

To refute that I must distress you with figures. I come 
from New England, a part of the country which, with the 
Middle Atlantic States, is commonly known as "the East." 
This region, in the latest year for which I find the figures, grew 
crops estimated in value at $829,700,000, and had dairy products 
estimated in \alue at $464,400,000. making a grand total of 
$1,294,100,000. That was the value of the crops and dairy 
products produced in this region by about 580,000 farmers. I 
have not a few farmers in my district and not one of them 
has asked me to vote for this bill, save, I think, a single man, 
who, out of that broad and generous charity which character
izes some New Englanders, was willing to put his hand in his 
pocket, take out of it $40 a year, and give it to the men from 
the West and South who appear before us in this impoverished 
condition. I strongly suspect that the rest of the farmers in 
my district are not so philanthropical as to ignore the fact 
that they will base to pay morP for their stock and poultl·y 
feed, more for such of the meat they buy as has been fattened 
with corn. more for the flour that comes from the West, more 
for the package cereals, more for every cotton garment they 
wear. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUCEJ. Yes. 
Mr. SCHAFER. Have any of. the farmers in your territory 

written you in opposition to the bill? 
Mr. LUCE. -Not to my knowledge. My district relies upon 

its Representative to present the arguments. [Laughter and 
applause.] 

I would further emphasize the fact that I do not come from a 
region that has in this matter the most important interest, 
measured either in men or in dollars. Gentlemen find it very 
difficult to di~abuse themselves of the idea that New England 
is still dominant in industry, and gentlemen think that in pass
ing a bill of this sort the cost is to be borne by men from the 
seaboard States. Can you not understand that the scepter of 
industry has passed beyond the Alleghenies? Can you not un
derstand that at this hour the total value of the industrial prod
'!J.Cts of Ohio, Indiana, Illinoi ·, Michigan, and Wisconsin is two 
and a half timPs as great as that of New England'? The total 
number of wage earners employed in the industries is two and 
a half time as great. The total amount of wages is two and a 
half times as great, and the value of the product is three times 
as great. You are not punishing or penalizing New England 
nearly so much as you are punishing and penalizing the indus
trial center of the country-Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, 1\lichigan, 
and Wiscon in. 

You have long thought us the leaders in the textile industry 
of America. Did you know that of the cotton consumed in this 
country since the 1st of January, 74 per cent has been consmned 
in the South and 26 per cent in the North? The interest of 
. Fall River, New Bedford, Lowell, and our other mill towns is, in 
dollars, only one-third of the interest of North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Georgia) and Alabama. If this bill grinds down the 
faces of the people working in the textile mills, it will be chiefly 

the people of the Southern States. I wonder ·how any man from 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, or Alabama is going 
to his constituents this fall and answer the questions that will · 
be put to him if he bas voted for ·uch a proposal. 

What do you think this is going to do to cotton? You are 
going to send cotton abroad and dump it on the markets of the 
world, selling it at any price necessary to di pose of it all. 
Furthermore, by putting into the bill the new requirement that 
imports also shall pay the equalization fee, thus providing what 
will accomplish the same purpose as a tariff duty, you virtually 
prevent cotton, as well as any other commodity co-ncerned, from 
being shipped back to this country in case it has been sold 
abroad at a price so much below the artificially elevated price 
here as to tempt reshipment. 

I will admit now that when in previous sessions I talked upon 
this subject I had to be Yery careful lest I get caught by some 
inquirer who, when I told him he was going to feed the workers 
of Europe at the expense of the worker of America, would 
retort that the wheat could be brought back immediately if sold 
abroad at too low a price, or that cotton would likewi ·e come 
back. I am now saved any worriment on that score, because 
the committee itself has put another lock on the door. No 
longer do I have to dodge that particular question; but what 
the committee has done has made the menace still more serious. 

Furthermore, by reason of one thing the committee ba not 
done, the prospect is blacker yet. The equalization fee i' to be 
collected on any agricultural commodity imported when that 
commodity has been designated as within the operation of the 
fee, but not on the article manufactured out of such a com
modity. This means that though raw cotton would have to pay 
the equivalent of a duty under such circumstance , it would, to 
the extent of the value of the cotton, come in free if fabricated, 
thus giving the foreign manufacturer virtually a bonus for its 
manufacture. 

All this betokens still further calamity for the cotton mills 
that give livelihood to so many thou ands of our people in the 
States of the Atlantic seaboard from Maine to Georgia, still 
more distress among the wage earners, still more of loss to the 
communities that have grown up around the mills. 

Do you not · know the condition of our textile indu tries? 
Since last year the wage pay rolls of the cotton-goods indu try 
in this country have dropped by 14.5 per cent, more than one
sixth, in a year. The wage pay rolls in woolen and wor ted 
goods have dropped 10.6 per cent. Here in one year an indu ' try 
already depressed bas by that much gone down hill disastrously 
more. This is .oot alone true of New England; it is true also 
of the textile mills of the Middle States and of the South. 

What do you offer us? You gentlemen who to-day have 
$2 wheat, $1 corn, and 60-cent oats--what are you a king of 
us? You are asking the passage of a law that in the first 
place will give our foreign competitors certain raw materials 
of industry at a lower price than must hereafter be paid by 
the manufacturers of the United States. Secondly, you are 
furnishing to the workers in all industries, to the employees in 
Birmingham and Manchester and Cbemnitz, and all the other 
industrial centers of Europe food at a lower co t than mu"t be 
met out of the wages of employees in the United States. 
Thus New England, the Middle States, the South are to 
give aid to our competitors coming and going. We are in 
effect to subsidize England and Germany so that they can 
under ell us in the markets of the world. 

l\Ir. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. L UCE. Certainly. 
1\Ir. SCHAFER. Even if we do fnrnish the workers of these 

foreign countries food products at lower cost, ap11arently under 
the debt settlements we have relieved the taxpayers of the 
foreign countries from the payment of many billions of dollars. 
They were represented then as being Yery poor, indeed, and 
perhaps this bill will square with the billions of dollars which 
we have already relieved them of in the payment of their tax 
bills. 

l\Ir. L UCE. Possibly this may work out by enabling the 
foreign manufactnrers to dump their goods on our bore and 
underbid our manufacturer in a way to make the payment of 
those debts easier, but I would not defend it on that score. 

Let us now come down to the crux of this proposition, the 
fundamental fdea that has always been its weakness, is its 
weakne ·s in its present form, and always will be its weakness. 
You are tempting the farmer to jump out of the frying pan 
into the fire. 

1\!r. FULBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. LUCE. Certainly . 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The gentleman mentioned the clumping of 

surplus products into foreign countries and feeding them with 
cheaper foodstuffs. Is it not the fuct that the manufacturing 
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industries <lump their surpluses into foreign countries and sell 
them at a lower price than they sell at borne? 

Mr. LUCE. The last tariff bill we passed recognized the 
iniquity of that thing, and just so far as the American people 
pos ·ibly could they put their stamp of disapproval on ''hat they 
said was an unrighteous practice. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That does not answer the question. Is 
it not the fact that the manufactured p'roducts of this country, 
e~pecially farming implements, are sold at a lower price abroad 
than in our own markets 'l 

1\lr. LUCE. If that is done, I still say it is an iniquity, and 
all the other countries of the world are fighting against it and 
we are fighting against it to-day. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does not the gentleman know that is 
true? 

Mr. LUCE. I have the impression it is not so preYalent as it 
v>as in previous days. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is not an wering my que tion. Is 
it not the fact that products manufactured in this country are 
sold on the foreign market at a lower price than they are old 
on our home markets to our own people? 

Mr. LUCE. Some product undoubtedly are. 
1\lr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield there? 
1\lr. LUCE. Certainly. • 
Mr. HAUGE:N. The gentleman is certainly a-ware of the fact 

that wheat sells in LiYerpool at from 15 cent::; to 30 cents a 
bushel less than it does in Chicago. 

Mr. LUCE. The cost of transportation I recognize to exist. 
1\Ir. IIAUGEN. I not that true all along the line, just as the 

O'entleman has . tated; and have not the industrie " dumped their 
products for the last 50 years, to our certain knowledge, on 
the markets abroad at a price lower than the price received 
here? 

Mr. LUCID. If that be true, the purpose of the bill is to carry 
farther a practice that in the end is unwise. 

Mr. HAUGEN. The farmers have been up against it for 50 
years, and we propose to do the same thing for them. They 
think what is good for the goose is good for the gander. 

1\Ir. FORT. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. LUCE. I yield. . 
Mr. FORT. If the statement of the chairman of the com-

mittee is correct, that we sell for 35 cent. a bushel le sin Liver
pool than in Chicago, that is clearly evidence of the fact that 
the farmer gets the whole benefit of the tariff. 

Mr. LUCE. Certainly. 
Now, in the very brief time remaining at my command I 

want to point out some of the effects of giving anybody in pro
duction, industry, or · commerce--

1\Ir. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield right there before 
he proceeds 'l 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 1\!assa
chusett · bas expired. 

Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, bow much time have I re
maining? 

The CHAIRMAN. Seventeen and a half minutes. 
· Mr. FORT. IIow much time does the gentleman from Massa

chu. etts want? 
1\Ir. LUCE. That will depend upon how curious my au

dience is. 
Mr. FORT. I yield the gentleman five minutes more. 
Mr. PURNELL. I do not care to make a statement. but this 

is in the nature of a question. Industry is able to organize and 
can absorb the lo. s which it suffered by reason of the reduced 
price at which it ells abroad. Some of us who are sponsoring 
the bill have the thought, by rea -·on of the fact that there are 
in the neighborhood of 6,000,000 farmers unable to organize, un
able to absorb that los. in the price at home, that they ought 
to have a measure such as this to assist in that very business_ 

Mr. LUCE. I am afraid I can not follow the gentleman's 
logic. Even if it be valid, let me go on to state what I think 
is the most serious evil in the whole matter and beg of you to 
give it attention. 

A bounty to cure overproduction is like quenching flame with 
oil. 

I have 20 acres of grass land in 1\Iaine. It is not worth as 
much a a good-sized garden patch out in Iowa. As grass land 
it is u eless. I can not sell the hay because the automobile 
bas ruined the hay market. [Laughter.] I can plow it up. 
I have the implements and have the help. I tell you, if this 
bill become law I will within 30 days get the land plowed 
and I will plant it, because I hall have a sure thing in the 
disposal of my crop. That is what you are offering the farmers 
of the counh·y. You are guaranteeing them again t loss, you 
are holding out to them the bait of high prices, you are inviting 

them to increase the real cause of their troubles, for at the bot
tom of all thi is overproduction, surplus. 

Remember what happened in the war. In the decade from 
1909 to 1919, by reason of ri ing prices and a market apparently 
certain, 40,000,000 acres of pa~ture land were plowed up and 
put into crops, 5,000,000 acres of forest were cleared-40,000,000 
acres of pasture land and 5,000,000 acres of forests! With the 
sudden increase of the price of wheat in the war period, the 
acreage increased 67 per cent in two years. The big jump in 
the price of cotton increased the acreage 53 per cent in four 
years. 

By the way, our experience then gives the answer to the argu
ment that we need to insure a surplu::; by such legislation a this. 
We found that by the use of extra land, better seeds, and more 
fertilizer supply can be quickly increased to vast extent. 

See what happened in the case of coal when we turned the 
process the other way around. In 1922 when coal was $3.64 a 
ton there were 9,299 mines in operation. 'n dropped to $2.06 a 
ton. and the number of mines dropped to 7,144. 

I want to get into this story what California saw when some 
of its producers put into practice the principle. of thi bill. In 
1913 raisin grapes were elling for 3.46 cents a pound. The crop 
was 70,000 tons. An association was formed, by 1920 the elling 
price had been jacked up to 12.695 cents a pound, and the crop 
was 173,000 tons. 

In 1922 the re ult of that folly was to send the price back 
to 3.214 cents a pound and to increase the crop to 225.000 
tons. That fall there were 360,000 tons on band. In 1925 
there were of raisin grapes left unpicked on the vines enough 
to fill 10,000 car · ; in 1927 enough to fill 15,000 cars. 

There will be no raisin grapes left on the vines if you guar
antee that the crops will be dumped on a foreign market. 
There will be no idle land. EYerybody engaged in agricultuJ."e 
will jump at the chance to produce a surplu to be sold abroad 
at any price it will bring, with the con ·umers of the United 
State ~ to pay the loss. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. DOWELL. 1\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUCE. If the gentleman will get me some more time. 
Mr. FORT. Could the gentleman use five minutes more? 
1\Ir. LUCE. I should judge so, at the present rate of 

inquiry. 
1\lr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five min-

utes additional. 
Mr. DOWELL. 1\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUCE. With great pleasure. · 
Mr. DOWELL. The gentleman has argued that three

fourths of the country would have to pay the penalty for the 
passage of this bill by the rise in the price of agricultural 
products. Be now says that they are going to buy them much 
more cheaply than if the bill were not in operation. Bow does 
the gentleman reconcile the first part of his argument with 
what he is saying now? 

Mr. LUCE. The gentleman forgets that the California raisin 
growers did not have the help of the McNary-Haugen bill to • 
enable them to dump. The fate that befell them will not befall 
the wheat or the corn growers. It will be the foreign consumer, 
not the domestic consumer, who \Yill enjoy the low prices. 

Mr. DOWELL. The gentleman means that they are still 
going to maintain a good p1ice for their product ? 

1\Ir. LUCE. Yes; and I an going to help pay for it. 
1\lr. DOWELL. Under this lJill? 
Mr. LUCE. Yes; with three-quarters of the population of 

the country, I am going to help pay for it. 
Mr. BURTNESS. l\~r. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. LUCE. Yes. 
1\Ir. BURTNESS. Do I understand that the gentleman's 

solution of the agricultural problem is to keep the prices of 
agricultural product · a~ low as po ible in order to prevent the 
farmers from growing crops or raising farm products? 

1\Ir. LUCE. Oh, no, Mr. Chairman. 
l\fr. BURTNESS. The ·gentleman objects to higher prices. 
Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, my solution of this agricultural 

problem is to refrain from interfering with the problem. The 
farm population of this country is lessening at a net rate of 
omething like half a million a year. The ru. h from the farm 

to the cities bas already nearly solved the farm problem. As 
I incidentally remarked, the price of farm products has so risen 
that the speeches delivered on this floor in this matter are 
mostly away out of date. The pendulum has swung the other 
way, and instead of miHei'Y and suffering being on the farm 
they m~e now in the city. But you do not find those of us rep
resenting the populous centers coming here and asking for 
special legislation. We ask you to let us alone and we will work 
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out our own problem, just as the laws of economics will help 
you to work out yours if you let them alone. 

Mr. DOWELL. Will the gentleman apply that problem to 
in uri try and let it work out its own solution? 

1\fr. LUC:El. Abso:utely. 
Mr. DOWELL. Would the gentleman take the tariff out of 

industry? 
Mr. LUCE. The tariff is not and never was and never will 

be for the primary purpo5e of benefiting men engaged in indus
try. The tariff was put on to help the Nation. There is no 
defem;e for the tariff if it exists simply for the special purpose 
of helping a special clas . 

Mr. DOWELL. Of course, the gentleman means that by fur
ni bing a home market for industry it means helping the entire 
Nation without a sisting the gentlemen \.Yho put the products of 
iu<lu::.->try on the market. 

Mr. LUCE. Their advantage is no greater and no less than 
that of any other man who faces the laws of competition within 
the borders of the country. But I thank the gentleman for men
tioning the tariff. I had almost forgotten it. 

l\lr. FULBRIGHT ro e. 
Mr. LUCE. I have not the time to yield now until I get 

through with this particular matter. The pending proposal is 
the tariff upside down. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES] 
said of his debenture bill thi afternoon, and the same thing is 
in essence true of the equalization fee, "It operates exactly likE:> 
the tariff, but in the reyerse manner." He was more nearly 
accurate than perhaps he intended to be. The tariff is to secure 
for our manufacturers the home market at reasonable cost. 
This bill is to secure for the farmer · the foreign market at any 
co:t. The tariff is to secure ultimately to the people of this 
country lower price . This bill is to impose on them higher 
prices. The tariff is to make us self-sufficing. We are already 
self- ufficing in agricultural matters. The tariff is to diYer ·ify 
occupation. This bill is to discourage diversification. The tariff 
is to lll"Otect us against foreign competition. Agriculture is al
ready protected, or if not it will be given the nece sary protec
tion. The tariff is to the good, primarily, of the whole country. 
This bill is to the good, primarily, of tl single class. It is the 
tariff up ide down, and not a single argument that justifies the 
tariff can be successfully perverted to its defense when it bas 
been stood on its head. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa
chusetts has again expired. 

Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder of my 
time to the gentleman from Iowa [1\fr. HAUGEN] for such use 
as he de 'ires. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 22 minutes remaining. 
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman· from :Mis!':ouri [Mr. 
CocHRAN] and the remainder of my time I yield back to the 
chairman of the committee [M:r. HAUGE~]. 

1\Ir. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gen
tlemen of the House, it is hard to understand why the so
called friends of the farmer. if they are sincere in their desire 
to better his condition, continue to advocate a measure which 
has no chance to become a law. The President's Yeto of the 
last edition of the McNary-Haugen bill specifically pointed out 
his objections to the equalization fee, which we again find in 
the pending measure. 

Probably I hould not discuss a bill which I do not propose 
to support, but those of us who oppose this legislation have 
been criticized and told conditions in the cities can be attrib
uted to the plight of the farmer. No doubt there is some
thing the matter with the farmer, but in part he is responsible 
for his own condition, as I will point out later. 

As the Representatiye of a city distriCt I can tell you there 
is something radically wrong in the industrial field. There 
is a difference of opinion as to the number of million people 
out of employment at the present time, the Department of 
Labor figure being far below tho~·e adYanced by certain Sen
ators who have placed the number above 4,000,000. In St. 
Louis, part of which I have the honor to repre ent, you can 
find places for oYer 50,000 people and then have many addi
tional thousands looking for positions. There is no movement 
in Congress t.o come to the relief of the unemployed, but at the 
same time you are asking for a law granting a subsidy to the 
farmer, at their expense. 

Under the terms of this bill you propose to sell the surplus 
crop to people in foreign countries at a price far below that 
which you would charge my constituents. In plain words, you 
propose to reduce the cost of living abroad and raise the cost 
of liYing among the people of my community. 

You propose to put the Government in business, where it does 
not belong. In June, 1924, at Cle,eland, the Republican Party 
at its national convention adopted a platform and under the 
bead of " Government control" said in part: 

The Republican Party stands now, as always, against all attempts to 
put the Government in busine s. 

This was in 1924. Where are you standing in April, 1928? 
It can not be denied the passage of this bill would mean fur
ther entrance of the Government into business. In a few week~ 
you will be reiterating the doctrine as expressed in the 1924 
platform. Why not follow that doctrine now? 

The outstanding trouble i the surplus-overproduction, if you 
please. I propose to ·how where the farmer is in part re
sponsible for this surplu , and a great many of his representa
tives in this House are likewise in part responsible. You who 
are advocating the enactment of this legislation took away from 
the farmer a market for hundreds of millions of bushels of 
grain annually when you supported prohibition legi lation. 

The farmer lo 't a market annually of over 40,000,000 bushels 
of corn. In 1927 le ·s than 10,000,000 bushels of corn were used 
by dif<tillers and brewers, while in 1917, the year previous to 
the enactment of prohibition, over 49,000,000 bushels were used. 

l\Ir. SCHAFER. 1\lr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

l\Ir. COCHRAN of Missouri. Not now. I have only 10 
minutes. 

At the ·arne time you deprived him of a market of nearly 
80,000,000 bushels of barley and c~sed him to ship over 100,-
000,000 pounds of rice to foreign countries, while prior to pro
hibition it was found necessary to import this commodity in 
order to meet the demand. Where is the market to-day for 
40,000,000 pound · of hops used in the preprohibltion times? The 
farmer let the Anti-Saloon League sell him prohibition, and in 
return, instead of benefiting thereby, he lost a market for hi · 
crops. He reduced his own earning power. 

-n'hat followed? Why, it was not long before he could not 
meet the interest payments on outstanding notes, and as a re
sult tens of thousands lost their farms. Can the merchant 
drive his customers away and then sell his goods? Why cer
tainly not; it would mean bankruptcy. 

Had it not been for the war, prohibition would not have sur
vived. as long as it has. The war opened a field for hundreds 
of thousands of employees previously engaged in the manu
facture· of distilled spirits, beer, and wine, and enabled these 
men and women to earn a living. They took the places made 
vacant by the 4,000.000 engaged in battle. Thus the war erved 
as an asset for prohibition in that for a time it took care of the 
unemployed. Gradually, however, as . the country returned to 
normal, unemployment increased, until to-day more men and 
women are out of employment than at any time since the panic 
of 1907. 

We should have a nation-wide survey made immediately, 
secure the true facts in reference to unemployment, and if it 
is found millions of our citizens are unemployed, forget tax 
reduction, and -appropriate whatever surplus, that might exist 
at the end of the fiscal year to be applied to the prosecution of 
public work. The farmer would benefit by such action. 

A reaction has undoubtedly set in. The farmer's mi ·take in 
following the Anti-Saloon League, and your mistake in voting 
for prohibition, which resulted in the loss of a market for the 
farmer's crops, has returned to burden him, and now the ap
peal to place him on a sound footing is before Congre in the 
form of the fourth edition of the 1\fcNary-Haugen bill. Political 
eJ..rpediency prevents many a legislator from frankly explaining 
the mistake to the farmer and residents of the rural communi
ties, but they are being slowly educated. 

Only a few days ago Dr. James 1\I. Doran, United States Pro
hibition AdminLtrator, was quoted as telling a Washington 
audience it was his belief the United State· Government would 
never be able to stop violation of the prohibition law. What 
more convincing evidence would you desire on the ·ubject? If 
prohibition was a success from an economic or a moral stand
point there would be no complaint, but it has failed. beyond 
question even to promote temperance. See the official records of 
the police department of the city of Washington, Capital of the 
Nation, for the year 1927 and you find nearly 14,000 men and 
women arrested · within the year· for either being intoxicated on 
the streets, drinking in public places, driving an automobile 
while intoxicated, or for violating the Yolstead law. 

The farmer not only deprived himself of a market when he 
advocated prohibition but he also increased hi expenses. The 
United States Government alone lost nearly a billion dollars 
annually in taxes. The States and local communitie · likewiRe 
were deprived of hundreds of millions in revenue. This bas 
not r esulted in a . aYing for the people but, on the contrary, it 
is being used for the purcha e of so-called whisky and finally 
lands in the poekets of the bootleggers, who pay no taxe. . It 
was nece~sary to find other Rources of revenue when national 
prohibition was enacted, so the farmer was required to pay his 
share in var:ious ways. 
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I admit many changes have been made in the pending bill 

since it was vetoed by the President last year, but it is easily 
recognized by the so-called equalization fee. 

Not sati fied with providing an increase in the price of grain, 
this year you propo e to spread "Mary Haugen's" wing , for 
you include even fruits and vegetables, perishable products, 
which can not be carried from one season to another, and in 
most in. tances must be disposed of on arrival at the market. 
Stati ·tic will show the production of fr~sh vegetables and 
fruits has doubled within the last 10 years, further e\idence of 
overproduction. The Senate very properly amended this pro
vision, and I hope the House takes the same action. You are 
going to make euough of your people suffer as it is. 

You have the votes to pass a farm bill, but rather than bring 
in a measure that can become a law you insist upon this bill, 
which I predict will inflict further damage to the farmer rather 
than improve his c(}ndition. 

I.et u · assume this bill does become a law. What is your 
main objective? No one can deny it is to provide an increa. e 
in the price of farm products. Is there a Member of the House 
who does not really know that it would be but natural for the 
farmer to increase his acreage when the price of his products 
are advanced? This means further overproduction. In the end 
the IJottom will fall out of your plan and the farmer will expe
rience till -harder times by a decided decrease in prices. In 
the face of a presidential veto you propose to pass this bill, 
and I admit you have the votes, but I warn you some day your 
action will retmn to plague you. 

You can not justify a law assisting one class of people at 
the expense of the masses, and even though it should by chance 
recei\e the appro\al of the President it will meet its death at 
the hands of the Supreme Court when its constitutionality is 
a sailed, as it will be. 

As it is impossible to have a sound prosperity with one or 
more classes of our citizens in distress, I propose to be so bold 
as to offer a suO'gestion to my dry niends. 

In the intere t of the farmer, in the interest of temperance, 
and in the interest of the unemployed may I not suggest that 
it would be well to bring in a bill which will provide for the 
u ·e of the surplus farm products, grains as well as fruits, to be 
used in the manufacture of light wines and beer up to the 
point of intoxication? [Laughter.] This will not in any way 
be a violation of the eighteenth amendment. It will simply give 
you a market for the farmer's surplus, in making legal the 
manufacture and sale of beverages, nonintoxicating, and at the 
arne time bring relief to the farmer, which you so earne8tly 

seem to desire. Proper provi ions can be made in a separate 
measure for a special tax on these beverage-s which will . bring 
to the United States Treasurly nearly $1,000,000,000 annually 
and hundreds of millions to the various States and local com
munitie . This will not be any additional burden upon the 
people because they are now handing thls money over to the 
bootleggers. Further this would enable you to repeal objec
tionable paragraphs in the revenue act as well as materially 
reduce others. 

Provide more liberally for cooperative marketing if you will, 
forget the equalization fee, add the amendment I suggest and 
you will have a bill that will not only pass the House by an 
almo t unanimous vote, if the farmer's representatives will join 
tho e in favor of light wines and beer, but a safe majority over 
the nece sary two-thirds in the event of a veto. 

To carry out my proposal would mean, first, a general im
provement in the health of the millions who are indulging in 
"made to-day and drink to-morrow moonshine " as they would 
be sati fied with light wines and beer; second, respect for the 
laws of the country, which means more to the Nation than 
prohibition ; third, a reduction in the unfair tax burdens now 
shouldered by the people and business; and fom·th, prosperity 
for the farmer and employment for the millions now out of work 
in the cities. 

Regulate the sale in any manner you desire but no longer de
prive the people of the country of beverages to which they are 
entitled under the Constitution, and which they lawfully can 
not secure by reason of congressional action, and you will pro
vide the farmer a market for his present surplus, which the 
enactment of the Volstead law has taken from him, causing the 

· financial distress which you picture here to-day. [Applause.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 

has expired. 
1\fr. HAUGEN. Ur. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the 

gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ScHAFER]. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog

nized for three minutes. 
Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I take the floor at this time 

to state that I shall vote for the Haugen bill, although my dis-

trict is a city district. The industrial workers and the farmers 
of this country realize that their interests are mutual. The 
prosperity of the farmers is closely interwoven with the pros
perity of industiial employees, business and professional men. 
When the farmers are prosperous they are able to pmchase the 
output of the industrial workers and business institutions and 
pay the bills of the professional men. 

This Congress has enacted legislation and appropriated mil
lions of dollars for the benefit of certain other classes, and 
surely should assist the American farmer, who, we all admit, 
is in a most precarious financial condition at this time. Repre
sentatives of great farm organizations, as well as representa
tives of great labor organizations, with membership of millions, 
at·e advocating the enactment- of this legislation. I sincerely 
hope that the pending bill will become a law at this ses ion, so 
that the American farmers may have something more from the 
Seventieth _Congress than general vague promises. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
illinois [Mr. HALL]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from illinois is recognized. 
l\Ir. HALL of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, in his remarks in the 

Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, when 
the rule was adopted for the consideration of this bill, the 
gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. 'VILLIA.Ms] stated the agricultural 
situation in such terse and concise terms as to lea>e no room 
for doubt as to the conditions that confront us. [Applause.] 

I agree with the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. CRISP] that 
" the die is cast and I know that the House is going to pass the 
McNary-Haugen bill," and that "12 hours of debate is not going 
to change a single vote." 

I am glad the gentleman from Georgia feels that way about it 
and I am also glad but not surprised that he accords to each 
Member here absolute sincerity of purpose in the consideration 
of this measure. 

I can not agree with Members who declare that the passage 
of this bill is a vain and childish thing; that the Agricultural 
Committee was swayed in the slightest degree in repo~ting this 
bill favorably to the House by testimony of witnesses who 
matriculated in and graduated from an institution for the 
feeble-mind~d. To assume this would be to admit that a 
majority of the House Committee on Agriculture have not the 
mental acumen of such a witness and that a very large majority 
of the Senate of the United States has not reached the mental 
attainments of even a sophomore in such an institution. I do 
not admit either of these conclusions. 

Congress has by a majority vote of both Houses agreed to the 
principles contained in the McNary-Haugen bill. The Senate 
ha done so a second time and the House is ready to do so. 

Mr. Chairman, I can not believe and I do not believe that 
such a majority in Congress is either misinformed, mislead, 
intimidated by a lobby, or is so ignorant that it does not know 
what it is all about. 

Rather would I conclude that the Members have given this 
question their careful, intelligent, and patriotic consideration 
and that the consensus of opinion of a majority is more likely 
to be right than the opinion of a few, no matter how enthusias
tic, no matter how tenacious that few may be in their refusal 
to yield to the opinion of the majority. This House did, in the
Sixty-ninth Congress and in this one, give this bill careful 
study. 

I would not presume, therefore, to discuss it in detail. It 
would be like a freshman trying to explain to the dean of a 
university the inh'icacies of integral calculus. 

I do say this, however, the Republican convention four years 
ago, at Cleveland, promised to enact legislation that would 
place agriculture on an equal economic basis with other basic 
industries. 

I do know that the Democratic National Convention at ~ew 
York promised the same thing. This has not been done, and 
now is the time to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, in .regard to former efforts to grant farm 
relief by Congress, the farmer has been forced, by circumstances, 
to "grin and bear it," but I assure you that another disap
pointment and his present frame of mind may compel him to 
bear it, but he has certainly ceased to grin. 

I have the greatest confidence in the ability of the economists 
and statesmen of the United States to solve the ills that our 
body politic is heir to. 

Other nations have by legislation helped to solve their agra
rian problems, and we can solve ours.. 

Rice is the. lifeblood of the Japanese nation, just as cm·u, 
wheat, cotton, and other staple commodities are the life!Jlood 
of America. Nothing brings death to Japanese business and 
commerce so quickly or so effectively as the spasmodic rise or 
fall of the price of rice. · 
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When the price of this c·ommodity swings violently up or 

down the Japanese have an adage that they "can not sleep on 
high pillows "-that is, peacefully. 

The Japanese Government has been forced to take a hand in 
the rice industry for no other reason than to stabilize the prices 
and to smooth out the friction between the demand and the 
supply of this their greatest food staple. 

In the years of bumper crops of rice, when the price breaks 
so sharply as to cause the farmers great financial loss, the 
Government steps in and buys sufficient quantities to stem the 
tide of a de cencling market. 

In lean years or at a time of great distress, like a destructive 
earthquake, when the price of rice begins to sour beyond the 
reach of the common people, the Government opens the doors 
of its rice warehouses and sells enough rice to chill the ardor 
of the aggre sive speculators who dream of cornering the rice 
market and pillaging the people. 

Denmark and Holland have a similar plan to stabilize the 
price of their farm products. To the same end, although not 
in the identical manner, it is now propo ed to aid not only the 
farmer but the consumer in America by means of the bill under 
consideration. 

I am in favor of the McNary-Haugen bill. I believe that it 
will accomplish the desired results, and I believe that it is not 
only constitutional legally, and sound economically, but I am 
thoroughly convinced that it is the one measure proposed that 
most nearly will approach the beneficent results so much desired. 

I have lived among farms, farming, and farmers all of my 
life. I have watched them in and participated in their daily 
toil.. I know their desires, their ambitions, and their patriotic 
loyalty to anything that is American. I and they have for 
many decades supported and voted for those measures in 
national legislation that have built up the eastern seaboard 
and the great centers of population and that have made our 
country strong and great. 

These stalwart sons and daughters of the soil still believe in 
protection to American industries but they find themselves in 
the slough of despond, due to quick deflation and conditions 
incident to the World War. Now they are asking their Govern
ment for that protection for them that they have for years 
helped to give to others. 

Our farm population is restless. It is dissatisfied. Its capital 
is depleted. Its buying power is gone. Its member feel that 
a depression has come upon them through no fault of their 
own; that governmental aid has not been forthcoming, and they 
feel that they have been treated unjustly in this regard. This 
condition has existed now for rears and has increased in in
tensity. Certainly there is sufficient ability in the two great 
political parties to solve this problem. The farmer wants it 
solved or he proposes to know the reason whY. 

This is the way farmers have been brought by adversity to 
feel, and I am convinced that if this Congress refuses to pa s 
legislation that shall give them relief, all the stump speakers in 
the world can not convince them that they have been well 
treated. 

I favor the McNary-Haugen bill because I want to continue 
to see a majority of our people favorable to a protective tariff, 
and I fear that they may not remain so unless some such 
measure as this shall become a law. This plan is the only one 
that a majority can agree on. It should become a law. 

Agriculture is one of our basic industries. We all agree 
to that. A fair and ju t analysis of the situation now existing 
is in this connection of interest. 

A reliable survey reveals that the earnings of the average 
farm family is now 70 per cent as compared with like earnings 
in the year 1920. While the earnings of the average nonagri
cultural employee are 101 per cent as compared with that year, 
the value of farm products compares with the value of other 
products in like manner as does the numeral 135 to 160. 

This comparison is not the most alarming one. The decline 
in value of all agricultural investments from the year 1920 to 
date bas been from $79,000,000,000 to $58,000,000,000, a loss to 
the farmer in capital im·estment of the enormous su.m of $21,-
000,000,000. The taxes with which his business is burd~ned have 
been increasing in like proportion to his steacly loss of assets. 
This increa e in taxes is mostly local and not Federal, bnt the 
increase is there and must be paid. 

I venture to say that if a corresponding decrease of capital 
assets and increase of tax burden were in so short a time to 
come into existence affecting the railroads, the manufacturing 
industries, or the banking business, every legislature in this 
land would be called in extraordinary session, as would the 
Congress of the United States if it were not in session, to avert 
a national catastrophe and to rectify a condition that means 
disaster, bankruptcy, and despair throughout our_ entire land. 

And yet when agriculture that feeds and clothes our bodies 
and without which we would die appears in such a plight, the 
advocates of relief measures are met with cool and disinterested 
gestures by statesmen who, for the good of their own people 
as well as for the benefit of the country at large, ought to be 
eager to help upon its feet the very industry the prosperity of 
which is the foundation stone upon which rests the success of 
all the others. 

Two recent reports on the agricultural problem, one by the 
land-grant college group and one by the Business Men's Com
mission on Agriculture appointed by the United States Chamber 
of Commerce and the National Indu trial Conference Board, 
have centered attention on the farm problem and both state 
the fact to be that farmers are now bearing an unfair share of 
the tax burden. 

Mr. Chairman, when I began to be interested in agriculture 
the taxe on farm lands was about 50 cents per acre, whereas 
it is now about $2 per acre. The gross retm·ns per acre then 
and now are approximately the same in terms of uollars. It 
has been for years my custom to market my corn soon after it 
is husked and under cover, selecting a time when the roads are 
frozen so that I can get to the elevator. In the year 1927 I 
was kept from doing this because the roads were soft so that 
instead or elling for 56· cents, the price in January, I was forced 
to keep it until June, when I received 92 cents for it. In 
December of the same year it went back to 68 cents. In the 
meantime the price wa $1.01 per bushel. This showed a 
fluctuation of nearly 100 per cent in a little over one crop 
season upon a staple commodity which ought to be worth about 
the same price in January, in June, and in December. The 
price of our basic agricultural products should be stabilized. 
It can be done. 

Some of the opponents of this bill seem to think that the 
farmer wants something soft handed to him ; that he wants 
some sort of governmental certificate of freedom from work. 
Such a po ition is so untenable that it fall of its own weight. 

The farmer is a hard-working man. He works long hours 
under adverse weather conditions. He not only has to figbt 
the weather but innumerable insect pests. He does not want 
anything soft. All he wants i a fair place in the sun of pro -
perity such as his city brother has. He does not want to be 
furnished a Rolls Royce, a Buick, or a Ford. All he wants is 
a crutch to help him on his way to win back some of that 
$21,000,000,000 that he has 1ost by the general deflation after 
the Great War and to start paying his mortgaO'e debt . And he 
proposes to get that help if he has to fight for it. 

lie wants no subsidy nor charity. He wants his Government 
to help him by legislation and he will pay the bill. The Mc
Nary-Haugen bill will give him the relief he asks and is entitled 
to and every Member of this House who believes in protection 
ought to in fairness and good conscience vote for this bill. 
[Applause.] 

The CHA.IR~1AN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

:Mr. KINCHELOE. l\lr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. HowARD]. 

'.rhe CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. l\lr. Chairman and gentlemen. 
I listened with great interest to the appeal made for the We t, 
South, and Southwest by the gentleman from l\1assachu etts 
[Mr. LuCE]. As I did I wondered why he has not before this 
been urging reduction of freight rates, tariffs, and o forth, for 
these farmers. But, Mr. Chairman, I do not think the appeal 
he made was for t11e benefit of the farmers of the West, South, 
and Southwest, but was in the interest of t110se of his s.ection 
of the country who have profited at the expen e of these farm
ers and have protested every time that sugge tion is made to 
help them. His solution is a unique one, ~s I gathered from 
his remarks that he favors letting enough of them starve and 
lose their home to reduce production and reduce surpluses. 

If the flood control bill, which passed the Hou e a few days 
ago with an overwhelming majority, and the l\IcNary-Haugen 
agricultural relief bill which is now before us for consideration, 
are enacted into law this es ion of Congress will go down in 
history as one of the most important sessions that ever con
vened. It is conceded by all who have given any consideration 
to the :mbject that there is an agricultural problem and that 
a solution should be found. The most deplorable conditions in 
agriculture exist now and the depression has been greater dur
ing the past eight years than at any other time in the Nation's 
history. These conditions are familiar to every l\Iember of 
Congress from an agricultural district and to all others who 
have paid any attention to the subject. 
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Agriculture is the leading industry in this country and the 

one upon which all other busine s depends. There is, and can 
be, no general prosperity in this country unless agriculture 
shares in such prosperity. The merchants in the towns and 
cities and other busine s men who consider the subject know 
that their financial success depends upon the success of our 
farmer . I am not so much interested that the fortunes of the 
rich continue to increase, as I am that a reasonable degree of 
prosperity should exist among all our citizens. For the past 
six year the farmers of the United States, through their repre
sentatives, have been asking and petitioning Congress to do 
something to save their business. So far, their appeals have 
not sounded a responsive chord from this administration now 
in power. The influential and powerful industries of New 
England always find a quick ear turned to their demands. 
The farmers continue to toil from _daylight to dark, as do 
their wives and children, and are unable to pay their interest, 
taxes, and other expenses and do not enjoy in full even the 
necessaries of life. 

I wish some one who opposes tbi bill for the benefit of our 
farmers would rise now and tell me \Yhy our farmers should 
not receive the same consideration from this administration that 
i given organized business. You never read a county-seat 
paper but what you ee page after page of farms advertised 
for sale for delinquent taxes and mortgage foreclosures. Some
thing should be done to put a stop to such a condition, and the 
bill that we now have before u ' · in my judgment, will do the 
work. For the past several years our farmers have been pro
ducing their crops at a loss and they can not continue in that 
way any longer. There is no other business in the land that 
can survive under such conditions. 

The farmer can not control his surplus, as can organized man
ufacturers who are protected under the Fordney-McCumber 
tariff law-the highest protective law ever enacted by any 
Congress. This law enables the manufacturer to fix his price 
upon the products of his factory. He also fixes the price that 
be pays the farmer for the raw material and when the farmer 
purchases the manufactured article he is compelled to pay the 
price a . ked, however high and unreasonable it may be. The 
Republican Party, in your platforms of 1920 and 1924, promised 
the farmers of America that you would remedy the conditions 
that now exist among them; and that they had faith in your 
promises was evidenced by the fact that your President in the 
election of 1920 received the largest vote ever given a presi
dential candidate, and this majority was exceeded by your 
presidential candidate of 1924. The farmers and agricultural 
interests have waited patiently for the fulfillment of your plat
form pledge . You have had the Pre ident, the Hou e and 
Senate, and full control of all branches of Government since 
the 4th day of March, 1921, and no farm-relief legi lation has 
been enacted. In 1921 you pas ed the emergency tariff law 
and told the farmers that you were going to raise the price 
of their products by that measure. Nearly all articles provided 
for in that bill declined in price soon after its enactment. The 
farmers know that where a large percentage of their crop, such 
as wheat and cotton, is exported that no tariff law can afford 
them any pmtection. _ · 

Reports from the Department of Agriculture show that the 
a\erage cost of producing cotton in 1926 was from 15 cents to 
16 cents per pound, and these reports show that, when the 
various yields are considered, the price of production ranged 
from 9 cents to 47 cents per pound, and other reliable reports 
go much higher. These repoLis also show that the average farm 
price of corn in this country in 1926 was 64 cents per bushel 
and in 192:7, 72 cents per bushel; that the average price of farm 
wheat was 19 cents per bushel in 1926 and $1.11 per bushel in 
1927; that the average price of cotton was 11 cents per pound 
in 1926 and 19* cents per pound in 1927. No one on this floor 
yet has given any reason why the cotton production of 1924, 
with 4,000,000 bales less than the production of 1926, should 
exceed in value the crop of 1926 by more than $500,000,000. 
Neither has any member given any reason why the wheat crop 
for 1924 was worth $120,000,000 more than the 1926 crop, when 
the production for the~e two years was about the same. 

In order to have a world market for farm products it is neces
sary that we have trade established with these countries. 
According to the reports from the Department of Agriculture, 
we exported from the United States agricultural products in 
1920 to the extent of more than $3,400,000,000. Since the 
Fordney-McCumber tariff law has been in effe<!t these exporta
tions have been reduced to $1,800,000,000 for the year 1927. In 
1920, before this law was enacted, the total exports of the 
United States amounted to over $8,000,000,000, which was 
reduced under this tariff law to $4,800,000,000 in 1927. That 
is what this high-protective tariff has done for Amelican agricul
ture in the ma~kets of the world. }Vhen this law was considered 

in Congress in 1922, it contained a schedule pro\iding for a 
35-cent tariff duty per barrel on oil imported into the United 
States from foreign countries. At that time we were suffering 
from large importations from Mexico, which oil was under the 
control of the Standard Oil Co. Just before the vote was 
taken a letter wa sent to the House from the President of 
the United States, and this was read from the Speaker's desk, 
asking that the provision for tariff on oil be stricken from 
the bilL 

I am glad to say, however, that all the Democratic Members 
from Oklahoma in the House at that time voted against the 
elimination of this provision from the bill and tried to have it 
retained therein. The oil industry in Oklahoma, and especially 
the independent operators, were suffering g1·eatly at that time 
from these importations. Proper protection, it seems, can be 
given the big fellows under this administration, but, with this 
administration, it is a different question when something is 
-asked for the farmers and independent oil producers. 

The depression in agriculture is 1·eflected by the number of 
bank failures, as shown in the report on this bill by the chair
man of the committee [Mr. HAUGEN]. This report shows that 
the number of bank failures in 1924 was 42 per cent larger than 
the number of failures in 1893, and that the number of failures 
for the period of 1920 to 1925 was greater than the number of 
bank failures for the 26 years preceding 1920. Most of these 
failures in recent years have been in agricultural centers, and 
that i why the bankers are joining with others for agricul
tural relief. 

Mr. Chairman, I ·am glad to appear before the committee at 
this time in behalf of the agricultural bill that is before us for 
consideration. There are amendments that I would like to see 
added to the bill and, if I were writing the mea ure, it would 
not be in precisely its present form, but in a body of 435 mem
bers, as we have in the House, it is impossible to have any bill 
incorporate the exact ideas of each Member. 

This bill creates a Federal farm board t-unsisting of the 
Secretary of Agriculture and 12 members, one from each of 
the 12 Federal land bank districts. These members are ap
pointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. The regular term of office for members of the 
board is six years and the salary $10.000 per year. The general 
ideas in this bill and the l\IcNary-Haugen bill, which passed 
both branches of Congress in the last session and which the 
President vetoed, are the same. The board created in this bill 
is authorized and directed to create an advisory council for 
each agricultural commodity which requires stabilization. 

Undet.· the terms of the bill each advisory council shall con
sist of seven members fairly representative of the producers of 
such commodity, and the members shall be selected by the board 
from lists Df names submitted by cooperative associations or 
other organizations representative of the producers of the com
modity. This bill also applies to all agricultural commodities 
which the board thinks can be bandied. This bill authorizes 
the board to make loans from the revolving fund to coopera
tive associations or corporations created and controlled by one 
or more cooperative as ociations for the purpose of assisting 
in controlling a crop surplus. The bill also provides that if 
the board finds · that its advice as to planting programs has 
been sub tantially disregarded by the producers, or if the plant
ing of any commodity is substantially greater than the normal 
increase for the preceding five-year average, the board may 
then refuse to make loans for the purchase of these com
modities. 

Under the provisions of this bill the board is authorized to 
lend assistance to cooperatives in the establishment of terminal 
market associations to be maintained in distribution centers. 
This will be of g1·eat assistance in bringing the producers and 
the consumers closer together. Some of those who are now 
objecting to the passage of this bill are favoring a bill that 
provides for loans to agricultural organizations for the purpose 
of stabilizing the market, and some of these same people object 
to this bill becau. e it contains an equalization fee. Let me 
call your attention to this fact: That if the farmer situation can 
be remedied and the price established by the loaning of money 
tc- these cooperatives and other farm organizations, the board 
must proceed in that manner under this bill and can not enter 
into marketing agreements provided in the bill for handling 
agricultural commodities, which are to be financed by an 
equalization fee. In other words, no equalization fee on any 
commodity can be levied by the board if the loan features o:r 
the bill prove to be effective. A board of honest, competent, 
men, experienced in the production and marketing of cotton, 
wheat, and other agricultural products, will make a success 
of this bill for the benefit of our farmers and all other business. 

Cotton, as we all know, is easily stored and economically 
warehoused and, in my judgment, there will never be an occa-
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sion to levy an equalization fee on cotton, for the reason that 
the board will more likely make a profit on cotton than a loss, 
and that if a profit is made there would be no reason for the 
collection of an equalization fee for the payment of loss or 
other charges. There is no reason why the same can not be 
true of wheat and other products. If an equalization fee is 
collected, it will be collected by the board at the most con
venient and logical place, and is nothing more than a commis
sion. If a farmer ships cattle or hogs to the stockyards for 
market, he ships them to a commission man, who charges a 
small commission for selling this stock for the farmer, and the 
same principle applies in the levying and collecting of the 
equalization fee. 

Thi:; bill nuthorizes an appropriation for carrying the pro
visions of the measure into effect of $400,000,000. Under the 
terms of the bill, the board is-also authorized to make insurance 
contracts for the insurance of cooperative associations against 
price decline. Such agre-ements insure such cooperatives 
against loss to such association or its members, due to decline 
in the average market price of the product during the time of 
sale by the association from the average market price during 
the time of delivery of the product to the association. 

The1·e is great need of organization among our farmers. and 
if they were organized like our great business enterprises they 
would have no trouble in receiving due consideration at the 
hands of this adminish·a tion. This insurance provision will 
gt~eatly stimulate cooperation among farmers and will bring 
them into organizations for their mutual welfare and for the 
benefit of all legitimate business. The bill also provides that 
if tlle board finds that such insurance contracts for any com
modity will stabilize the price in the interest of the producers, 
whether they are members ·of any cooperative association or 
not, then the board is empowe1·ed to enter into nonpremium 
insurance agreements with cooperative associations dealing in 
such commodity. Nonpremium insurance agreements are paid 
for from the stabili.za tion fund, if there is a loss. 

This is the fourth time that the McNary-Haugen agricultural 
bill has been before Congress for its -consideration. The Com
mittee on Agriculture has given lang and patient consideration 
to this bill and it comes to us now as reported by a majority of 
the members of the committee. I believe the enactment of this 
bill into law will greatly relieve the agricultural situation, and 
no business and no people are more entitled to helpful consid
eration and assistance at this time than the farmers who pro
duce all of the real necessaries of life. Let us pass this bill as 
quickly as possible and submit the same to the President for 
his consideration. All but one of the objections in the bill, 
which was vetoed by the President in the last Congress, have 
been eliminated from this bill and that (}De is the equalization 
fee and, as I stated before, this fee is never levied and can not 
become operative under the terms of the bill if the loan features 
of the bill will do the work. The Secretary of Agriculture, the 
President, and the administration leaders in the last Congr·ess 
said that a bill to loan funds to the farmers to stabilize their 
prices, which bill was almost identical with the loan features 
of this bill, would provide the necessary assistance for agricul- · 
ture. Then, let me ask why the administration can not support 
this bill? I do not believe that the President will vet(} this bill, 
as has been stated upon this floor and without any authority 
for such statement from the President. To those who are 
opposed to this bill, let me ask you what you propose? What 
do you offer as a substitute that will be of any assistance to 
remedy the present conditions in agriculture? 

I am supporting this bill because I want to see the farmers 
of the United States placed upon the same plane with other 
business and given fair and equal protecti(}n (}f all laws. All 
the great farm organizations, with one exception, have indorsed 
this McNary-Haugen bill. Bon. Edgar Wallace, now deceased, 
several times appeared before the Agriculture Committee and 
urged the passage of this bill in the interest of American agri
culture. He said that it would help-stop the drift of our rural 
population to the cities and industrial centers, and he said 
when the fanners were assisted all other working people would 
benefit. I wish to state here that when 1\Ir. Wallace died the 
farmers and othet· working people in this country lost one of 
their most trusted and >alued friends. 

I ask that this bill be passed, and believe it will pass by a 
large majority of our membership; and I also trust that it will 
receive the approval of the President, become a law, and our 

-fanners be given a square deal. [Applause.] 
:M:r. Chairman, I yield back the remainde..r of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma yields back 

four minutes. 
1\Ir. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from Washington [Mr. HILL]. · 

The OHAIRl\IA.N. The gentleman from Washington is recog
nized. 

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Chairman, it is claimed that 
the 1\lcNary-Haugen bill would put the Government in bu iness. 
To this charge a demurrer might be entered which would raise 
the question "What of it?" The Government has been in busi
ness from the time it was organized, but not for the farmer. 
It is in business now for the manufacturer, the railroads, and 
the banker. When this Government came into being 98 per cent 
of the people of America were farmers. They constituted the 
soldiery that won the victory for independence. They fur
nished the man power and the provisions for the Army and the 
credit for the victory belonged to them, but no recognition of 
such credit has ever been accorded them. If it had not been for 
the farmer soldiery, there would not be a United States of 
America to-day. When they created conditions that brought the 
Government into being they had no thought that anyone would 
use the Government as an aid to private enterpri ·e. But no 
sooner bad the Government been instituted than so-called busi
ness men made politics a business, secured control of the Gov
ernment and put it into business for their own advantage and 
profit. Politics is and has always been a business with those 
who would use the Government as an instrumentality for se
curing business advantages that do not arise naturally out of 
the business itself. 

But when the farming industry seeks the aid of Government 
to place it in a similar place of advantage ~ith that of other 
Government-aided industries and commercial enterprises the cry 
goes up that the Government must not be used to aid agricul
ture. How often ha>e you heard the statement that the farmer 
should stay out of politics and devote his thoughts and energies 
to his farm? How often -have you heard it said that you can not 
help agriculture by legislation? These statements were so often 
repeated that they were taken up pan-otlike by the great masses 
of the people and believed to be truisms. Who is responsible 
for the propaganda that it would not be constitutional or sound 
to extend· Government aid to the farming industry? It is the 
business interests that are already receiving and profitably 
enjoying governmental aid. 

This Government is the common heritage of all the people 
but if there is one class of our people that has a stronger clai~ 
to recognition under it than any or all other classes it is the 
farmers. They made it and they are relied upon to preserve it. 
Why is it the farmer has never secured the consideration he 
deserves and that the farming indush·y deserves under the eco
nomic policies of the Government? Let us look into this ques
tion to some extent. 

It is admitted that farming is the vital and basic industry of 
the country. We can not survive as a nation without it. It 
would appear, then, to be the part of wisdom to properly protect 
this industry, upon which the life of the Nation rests and the 
security of the Government depends. But conclusions reached 
on the basis of cold reason do not take into consideration the 
human equation-ideals do not always square with practice. 
The line of human conduct diverges from the true pole of jus
tice. We have not reached the plane of human development 
upon which every man recognizes a responsibility as his 
brother's keeper. Figuratively, if not literally, all nature is 
cannibalistic. It is a realm of tooth and claw. The progress of 
man up the ascent of time has been marked all the way by 
struggles against oppression and 1·evolts against peonage. Gov
ernments have been established and overthrown. People revolt 
only under unjust oppression. To paraphrase a famous saying 
of Abraham Lincoln, you can not oppress all the people all the 
time, but you can oppress part of t11e people all of the time. 
There has never been a time in the history of man when gov
ernment rested with like burden or like protection on all of the 
people. Government has always been used as an agency for 
pecuniary or economic advantage by those in control of it. 
Government has always been an instrumentality of privilege, 
but it has never been used to confer privilege on the farming 
class of people. Why have the farmers not been given govern
mental aid along with those engaged in other industries? The 
reason is the same as a wolf would advance against the protec~ 
tion of sheep in a fold. It does no good to curse the wolf, for 
he is merely responding to the instincts of his nature, but the 
sheep need protection. 

The wolves of commerce want the farmer kept out in the 
open where he will be an easy prey. So far they have beE>n 
able to keep him there. They are fighting desperately to keep 
him there now. Through long practice a belief has become 
fixed that the commercial dealer is entitled to the profits on 
agriculture. This is the belief of the dealer, and the farmer 
has acquiesced in it. A coyote would feel aggrieved if all of 
the chickens were shut up in a pen. 

• 
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The industrial interests now enjoying governmental aid do not 

want the Government to extend a similar privilege to agricul
ture. They think it would minimize the benefits of their own 
special privilege. They do not hate the farmers, but they hate 
the prospect of having a dollar less in their own pockets. 
They hate the prospect of the farmer enjoying the prosperity 
which his production should bring. They love the farmer as 
a plodding. producing peasant. They ay he should stay out of 
politics and not ask the Government to do anything to improve 
hi bu iness opportunities or to make more profitable to him 
his production. They want the farmer to sweat and toil and 
exhaust the fertility of his soil that they may reap the profits 
of his production. 

This i the whole issue in thi :fight for farm relief legisla
tion. It is not concern for the Government that prompts 
opposition to this bill. It is no new governmental principle 
that is ought to be established. The Government is already in 
bu~ine s for certain interests and this bill seek only to ex
tend the principle to include agriculture. The opposition i. · 
prompted solely by pri•ate business interests and they are 
simulating concern for the Government only to divert attention 
from their real purpose. 

The Constitution has never been an obstacle to powerful 
intere ts in ecuring such beneficial legislation as they desired. 
They can and have secured special advantage in an economic 
way under the Go•ernment without any concern as to con
stitutional authority. 

It i · only when legislation is sought in the interest of the 
great mass of the people that the special interests set up the 
cry that there is no power under· the Constitution for such 
governmental aid. 

The cry of unconstitutionality as to the McNary-Haugen bill 
is not a new cry. The voice uttering it is a familiar one. It 
i · the same voice and the same cry that has been employed 
since the beginning of our Government to withhold from the 
masse · the economic advantage · that would lift them out of 
servitude to special privilege. 

It is not necessary for me to discuss the provisions of this bill. 
The farmers are familiar with the principle which it embodies
they want it enacted. They want the principle adopted. If 
it should not work as successfully as the farmers hope it will 
it can be improved by amendment from time to time as its 
deficiencies may develop through operation. 

Of course the commercial dealers in agricultural products are 
oppo. ed to the bill because it would take the farmer out of 
their clutches. It would make him free. Likewise the money 
power and the industrial powers are opposed to the bill be
cau e they do not want the great basic industry of agriculture 
to be on a basis of independence from their economic control. 
It would extend to 30,000,000 people a new freedom. For them 
it would be a new declaration of independence ; not politi~al 
independence, but economic independence. 

The issue presents a cold business proposition. Shall the 
farmer have the profits of his industry or shall they continue 
to go to the commercial dealer and the market manipulator? 
A question of far deeper significance than that of mere dollars 
and cents is involved in the principle of this proposed legis
lation. It is a social question. Material prosperity is necessary 
to development and progress. Aspirations of mind and heart 
find no impetus in hopeless poverty. Respect for law and love 
of Government fail wllen the powers of Government are used 
for oppression and not for freedom. 

The farms and rural communities of this country constitute 
the great reservoir from which flows the best citizenry of our 
Nation. Our ideals will perish and our grandeur fade when 
the soul of rural life is dead. Agriculture must be preserved 
for men and not for peasants. Thirty million farmers are de
termined to make the business of Government their business. 
They are in politics. Their interest compels it, their hearts are 
in it, and their courage rests in desperation. [Applause.] 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mt·. TARVER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia is recognized. 
Mr. TARVER. l\lr. Chairman, I do not claim to be an agl'i

culturnl economist, nor pos essed of that wisdom necessary to 
the solution of our agricultural problem. In view of the recog
nized difficulty and intricacies of the question it presents, and 
the inability of many of the best intellects of the Nation to 
arrl ve at a conclusion on the subject satisfactory even to them
selveR, I have lis tened with great interest during the few 
months that I have been privileged to sit in this Hall with you 
to ·orne of the solutions which have been offered from time to 
time; and have tried to find reasons for the assurance with 
which some of them have been urged. There are a number 
of Members of this body who have devised their own in-
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dividual plans for farm relief, which have appealed to them 
with greater force than the plan whieh, after years of study, 
has received the approYal of the Senate and, in major prin
ciple, of the House Committee on Agriculture. There are 
some of these who, having failed to secure sufficient support 
for their own plans, arc:- now willing to yield to the judgment 
of the majority and support the principle of the 1\IeNary
H augen bill, knowing that unless thc:-y do so they will have neg
lected their only chance at this session of the Congress to do 
anything for the American farmer ; there are others who, 
wedded to their own ideas, ate unable or unwilling to see any 
chance of benefit to agriculture through other channels, and 
will by their votes say that in preference to the legis).ation 
ad\ocated by the majority they prefer no legislation at all. 

The McNary-Haugen bill is not perfect; there are some pro
visions of it, and es~ially the House version of it, which 
imp~!'> me as unwise, but it compares favorably to my mind 
with the plans which have been offered as substitutes. I have 
studied some of tho e substitutes with all of the care of which 
I w'as capable, and have listened to the explanations of their 
authors with intense and sympathetic interest. The e have 
bee-n, iu the main, to my mind explanations that did not ex
plain; most of them appear to have been drawn with a view to 
carrying to the agricultural population 'some sort of donation 
from the Federal 'I'reasury insteftd of a plan of business organ
ization capable of operation in perpetuity and by which the 
farmer may protect himself against those who reap fortunes 
by speculating in his products and manipulating the markets 
where he must dispose of the fruit of his toil. They have pro
posed remedie temporary in character and palliative in effect. · 
All of them proclaim their belief in the necessity for farm 
relief legislation, and at the same time there is evidence of a 
fear that if they support something carrying with it a plan by 
which the farmer may permanently organize his forces in a 
business way, so as to take care of himself like the inde-pendent 
citizen that he is, there may be some mistake in that plan, it 
may not operate as intended, and if it does not, it may cause 
the farmer to destroy politically its supporters. And so some 
may prefer to do nothing rather than to do something which 
might possibly not work out well in practice. 

1\fr. Sydney Anderson, president of the Millers' National As
sociation, representing millers manufacturing 65 per cent of the 
total national production of flour, appeared before the commit
tee in opposition to the McNary-Haugen bill; nevertheless, he 
made in the course of his testimony one statement which makes 
a deep impression on me. He said : 

Sound solution of commercial problems can only be developed as a 
matter of experience and through trial and error. 

I -agree with him; and so long as Congress timorously re
fuses to adopt any remedy for the unfortunate condition of agri
culture in this country, for fear that it may adopt one which 
has defects, it is apparent that no experience testing the prac
ticability of such remedies can be had, no trial of anything can 
be made, no progress can be effected. I have faith in the fair
ness of the people of my ~ongressional district ; in the cam
paign which resulted in my election to Congress, I laid my 
views on farm relief before them and advised with them upon 
that subject in which they were so vitally interested. I can 
not say that, with anything like unanimity, they would agree 
that the vote which I shall cast on this bill is a correct one, 
but I believe it will meet the views of the majority of them, 
which views it is my duty to express as nearly as I can. In 
voting for that bill I have faith that the people of my district 
will approve my having made a conscientious effort in the 
interests of justice toward our farming population by so doing. 
But if it should be otherwise, 1\Ir. Chairman, permit me to say 
that the question of my political fortunes is of small concern 
beside the issue here involved ; and if, by offering my political 
welfare as a sacrifice upon the altar of the farmer's need, I 
can contribute toward hastening the day when agriculture shall 
come into its own, and the farmer shall receive an adequate 
return for his toil and be enabled by his labor to support his 
family in comfort and to properly educate his children, I shall 
always be glad that I was privileged to make the sacrifice. I 
do not come from a State which, as a whole, is suffering from 
economic depression, or an applicant for national sympathy. 
Aside from · her agricultural interests, the business skies were 
never brighter over Georgia than they are to-day, and she is 
striding gloriously forward to that era of wonderful develop
ment which is her just due, and will place her eventually in 
the forefront of the Nation. From 1912 to 1922, the increase 
in her per capita wealth was 63 per cent, as against a 50 per 
cent increase for the Nation as a whole, a 23 per cent increase 
for the State of Iowa from which one of the authors of this bill 
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[:Mr. HAUGEN] comes, and a 48 per cent increase for the State 
of Oregon, home of Senator l\IcNARY. But, on the other hand, 
her agricultural depression since 1920 bas far exceeded that 
of the Nation as a whole and of the States mentioned, as well 
as many others. 

In the United States as a whole the value of farm lands in 
1925 was 73 per cent of 1920 values; in Iowa, 66 per cent; 
and in Oregon, 87 per cent ; whereas, in Georgia, it was only 

50 per cent. The per capita valuation of such land duriDg the 
same period decreased 33 per cent in the whole country, 35 
per cent in Iowa, 21 per cent in Oregon, but 53 per cent in the 
State of Georgia. I insert as a part of · my remarks certain 
statistics published by the Bureau of the Cen us which demon
strate the ttuth of these assertions ; and in connection there
with certain statistics relating to my own congressional district 
in Georgia: 

Total weaUh and per capita wealth farm Value3 

1910 1920 1925 

Total Population Per 
capita Total Population Per 

capita Total Population Per 
capit~ 

United States---------------------------------- $40,991,449,090 91,972,266 $446 $77,924,100, 338 105,710,620 $737 $57, 017, 740, 040 115, 378, 094 

Iowa _________________ ------------_------------- 3, 745, 860, 544 
528, 243, 782 
580, 546, 381 

2, 224,771 
672,765 

2, 609,121 
223,453 

25,388 
7,184 

13,608 
28,397 

1,684 8, 524, 870, 956 2,404,021 3, 546 5, 602, 077' 895 2, 419,927 2,315 
82g 
221 
258 
280 
454 
395 
259 
286 
177 
249 
288 
382 
211 
237 
296 
230 

g~~~fa-~============::========================== Seventh congressional district_ ____________ _ 
Bartow _____ ---------------------------
Catoosa. __ -- ___ -_---_---- ---------- ----Chattooga _____________________________ _ 

Cobb . _____ ----------------------------Dade __________________ ,-- _____________ _ 
Floyd __ . _______________________ -_____ --
Gordon __ ------------------------ _____ _ Haralson ______________________________ _ 
Murray ______ .------------ ______ :. _____ _ 
Paulding ______________ • _______________ _ 
Polk ______ . ___ . _______________________ _ 
Walker _______________ -------.----------
Whitfield __ ----------------------------

47,448,798 
5, 669,474 
1, 834, 389 
3, 117, 634 
6, 400,440 

828,593 
5, 905,265 
4, 326,161 
2, 604, 151 
2,009,133 
3, 198,663 
3, 653,041 
5, 089,374 
2,812,480 

Per capita estimated 1:aluo of aU property 

1912 1922 

4, 139 
36,736 
15,861 
13,514 
9, 673 

14, 124 
20,203 
18,692 
15,934 

Per cent 
increase 

785 818, 559, 751 783,389 1,045 714,410, 119 863,064 
223 1, 356, 685, 196 2, 895,832 468 686, 673, 248 3, 101, 52.3 
212 110, 961, 050 236,027 470 63,054,055 244,205 
223 11,309,540 24,527 461 6, 869, 18 24,527 
255 5, 224,836 6,677 783 3,028, 975 6,677 
229 8, 054,627 14, 312 563 4, 340,605 14,709 
225 17,684,704 30,437 581 8, 179, 299 31,593 
200 1, 875, 187 3, 918 479 1, 119,687 3, 918 . 
161 14,221,407 39,841 357 7, 382,255 41, GOO 
273 10,466,796 17,736 590 4, 677,402 18,799 
193 6,161,403 14,440 427 4, 309,470 14,963 
208 4, 689,819 9,490 494 3, 629,924 9, 490 
226 6, 977,434 14,025 497 2, 962,048 14,025 
181 7, 275,668 20,357 357 4, 847,220 20,443 
272 10,532,333 23,370 451 7, 688,695 26,019 
177 6,487, 291 16,897 384 4, 018,657 17,442 

about these features, then I am willing to subject my elf to the 
criticism which I know voting for it will entail in some quarters. 

If it is unconstitutional, of course, it will be neither a benefit 
nor a burden; its ope1·ation will be re trained by the courts 

-----------------1--------- long before it can be made use of. Yet, with able legal authori-
United States _______ ---------------------------------
Iowa _____ ---------------------------- --------------
Oregon __ ----------------------- _______ ------------ __ Georgia _____________________________________________ _ 

1, 950 
3,465 
2, 816 

802 

2, 918 
4, 274 
4, 182 
1,302 

50 ties supporting both ides of that question, and with at least 
23 considerable doubt with regard to it in the minds of most of us, 
~ there is no way ·to have that . question determined except by 

enacting this law, in order that a test case may be made. If it 
were clearly unconstitutional, I would not vote for it; but with 
its constitutionality supported by the action of eminent lawyers 
in the Senate in giving it their vote and by the opinions of the 
two great Committees on Agriculture of the House and Senate, 
I feel con trained to so vote as to give an opportunity for it 
to be submitted to the courts for decision, when convinced that 
the effect of it, if it is constitutional, 'will be beneficial. 

If these .figures are any criterion as to existing conditions, 
Members of Congres from Georgia should be far more con
cerned in correcting existing agricultural troubles than eYen 
the Representative from Iowa [Mr. HAUGEN] and the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. McNARY], who have led this fight. With the 
per capita value of farm lands in my State depreciating 53 per 
cent in .five yE.ars, I have no excuses to offer for lending such 
support as I can to an effort to stop the demoralization of the 
agricultural industry by legislation which will give it a fair 
chance to reach a leYel with labor and capital otherwise in
ve ted, rather than standing idly by to trust the issue to the 
operation of those economic laws which it is said can not b& 
influenced by statute law, but which have been so tremendously 
influenced by legislation in the interest of American manufac
tories, notably the tariffs acts. The South is becoming more 
and more a manufacturing section. It is interesting to note 
i:hat in ~e last census report upon the cotton milling industry 
it is stated that of the total active spindle hours for March, 
1928, 5,508,055,878 out of a total of 8,312,305,109 are credited to 
mills in the cotton-growing States. Tllere is no reason that I 
can conceive why a southern Representative should be opposed 
to reasonable tariff provisions for the protection of American 
industries and American labor ; but at the same time agriculture 
bas furnished the basis for our civilization, provided a class 
of citizens w-ho h!J,ve staunchly upheld our moral and political 
ideals, furnished a large part of those who now operate our 
other industries and carry on our businesses ; and no question 
can be of more vital importance to the people of the South 
than tllat of placing farming on a prosperous basis. 

It is said that the l\IcNary-Haugen bill will not accomplish 
this result; that may be true. But of those who have given 
study to the economic problems inYolved, whose sincerity can 
not be questioned, of the farmers themselves who have studied 
their own difficulties-and many of whom are better able to· 
comprehend them than some of our statesmen-an overwhelm
ing majority have approved the 1\lcXary-Haugen plan. 

Personally, I have approached with some concern the con
sideration of the equalization-fee propo ition, which is a part 
of the plan. I have not failed to realize the capital that can be 
made by adroit politicians against those who vote in favor of the 
equalization fee, denominated as a tax on the already over
burdened farmer, and attacked as unconstitutional. But the 
only que "tion in my mind aside from that of constitutionality 
is whether it will benefit in the long run the people whom I rep
resent and is fair to the Nation as a whole. If I am satisfied 

When we approach that pha e of the matter, there is a dis
position on the part of some of our southern representatives to 
insist that, whatever its effect upon other agricultural p1·oducts, 
it can not be beneficial to cotton. I entertain the contrary 
opinion. 

This bill, as passed by the Senate-and it is the Senate bill 
that I hope will be enacted into law-provides, fir t, for a re
volving fund, the amount of which is fixed at $400,000,000, to be 
administered through a Federal farm board, ccmposed of the 
Secretary of Agriculture and one man each from the 12 Federal 
land-bank districts, each of whom must be interested in agricul
tural productions. It is therefore to be a board friendly to 
agriculture. '.rhis board is authorized to make loans on agricul
tural products at the rate of 4 per cent, and to this extent the 
legislation meets the ideas of those who insist that this is as far 
as the Government should go. If the equalization fee is held un
constitutional, this part of the legislation will not be affected, 
and will accomplish a similar benefit to that proposed in other 
legislation before the Congress from which the equalization fee 
is eliminated. 

If the equalization fee is enacted, its purpose, as we know, is 
to further provide stabilization funds for various agricultural 
products, which funds may be started by advances from the re
volving fund, but must be maintained by profits ari ing from 
marketing agreements and from equalization fees. It is neyer 
to be u ·ed if the $400,000,000 loan fund provides a reme<ly. It 
is sought by this means to maintain a permanent organization 
by which orderly marketing of agricultural product may be 
brought about and the farmer relieved of the neces ity of 
dumping his product on the market within a few weeks of the 
year at gathering time, by which procedure he lowers the price 
at the time be has to ell below the average for the year and 
sees others obtain profits which justly belong to him. The pur
chasing or otherwise withholding from the market under the 
direction of the farm board of seasonal or yearly crop· ' urpluses, 
and the marketing of such surpluses in an orderly way at such 
times as will best maintain a stable market, is to be accom
plished through the stabilization funds. In addition, the bill 
provides for a system of insurance by which a. sociations with-



1928 CONGRESSION A:C RECORD-HOUSE 7491 
holding cotton from the market under the direction of the farm 
board may be guaranteed that the average price during what is 
denominated the delivery season will not be higher than the 
average price during the sale season for a small insurance fee 
estimated at $1 per bale and based upon statistics as to price 
fluctuations for the 20 preceding years or upon a nonpremium 
basis financed from the stabilization fund. 

Under this system of insurance it will be possible for a~ocia
tions withholding ·cotton from the market to advance farmers 
depo:,;iting their cotton with them practically the existing mar
ket price at the time of delivery, with a chance-and a very 
good chance-to those farmers that their products will increase 
'in value to their benefit, but without a risk that the market 
will decline-to their loss and damage. The insurance fund by 
which this is done under the nonpremium plan and the entire 
system of withholding cotton under marketing agreements is 
made possible through the equalization fee, by which every unit 
of a commodity contributes ratably to the expense. If it is a 
plan which works well in practice, why should any man object 
to contributing a reasonable part of the expense? If benefits 
are to be derived from withholding a crop surplus from the 
market by all producers of that commodity, and loans as author
ized in the bill hould prove insufficient to handle the situation, 
why should not all producers contribute to the necessary ex
pense rather than that, under the present system, only a small 
percentage of the producers should attempt to do such with
holding as is done, bearing all the expense, running all the risk, 
and being unable to perfect a sufficiently strong organization? 
I am informed by the president of the Georgia Cotton Growers' 
Cooperative Association that each member of that association 
had to pay la t year, besides his dues, $5.70 for expense in-

, curred in warehousing, insuring, and finally selling each bale of 
cotton. That was an "equalization fee" larger in amount than 
would ever be levied under this act and which produced infi
nitely less beneficial results than would probably follow the 
enactment of this law, which would effectually bring about the 
organized cooperation not of a few farmers but all of them. 

Let those who fear the equalization fee remember that under 
the Senate bill it can not be levied unless loans from the re
volving fund do not stabilize prices nor without the joint action 
both of the farm board and of an advisory council of seven 

1 representing the particular agricultural commodity upon which 
1 it is to be levied and named by the farmers themselves through 
their associations; and it is inconceivable that such a council 
would ever permit the levying of an equalization fee burden
some in proportion, or, if upon trial it did not prove satisfactory, 

1 would ever permit it to be relevied under any circumstances. 
This law is to be administered by the friends of agriculture. 

It doe not require the levying of an equalization fee, but leave 
: that in the joint discretion of the farm board and the advisory 
council. Is it revolutionary to be willing to try this plan, which 

·· carries with it such promise of benefit to the farmers of the 
I country, when we know that if its success is not demonsh·ated, 
it will be abandoned, and can be even without a repeal of the 

, law? In the name of common sense, are we not willing to trust 
the representatives of the farmers themselves to be honest and 

· reasonable? Do we assume to be ourselves the only friends of 
agriculture and the only ones worthy of trust, unwilling to 

· even invest discretion in others who will be equally conscien
tious? The man who is n·ot willing to go to some extent into the 
field of experiment in trying to save the agricultural situation 
in this country is not willing to do anything ; for their is no 
proven plan by which success is assured. 

I am familiar with the arguments of those who claim that this 
is a price-fixing scheme, that the effect would be temporarily to 
raise prices, but that such increase in prices would be met with 
increase in production·, again demoralizing the situation. There 
is no element of price fixing in this bill. The retirement of 
such a proportion of the cotton crop, for instance, from the 
market, as to bring about a temporary price out of proportion 
to the world's supply would be foolhardy and would not be at
tempted by men of the caliber of those who would be placed 
at the head of this organization. The law of supply and <lemand 
must function. Neither would it be possible to create a price for 
cotton in this country above the world price, since there is no 
tariff on cotton. 

But to have- a board provided with a sufficient organization 
and sufficient funds to counteract depressions of the market 
entirely unrelated to the law of supply and demand, by feeding 
the farmer's products to the market as they are needed by the 
consumers instead of as they are desired by the speculators, 
and to assure the farmer that he himself will receive what is 
paid by those who u e his raw material and to protect him 
against violent fluctuations of prices brought about by "dump
ing" at market seasons and by speculation-that is not price 

• 
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fixing, but seems to me to be good business. It is not likely 
that any tremendous increase in the price average of cotton, 
for instance, will result from the passage of this law, but that 
an improv-ement of prices will result is fairly to be hoped. If 
such increase in production as might thereby be brought about 
should bring about an unwieldy surplus, the farm board is 
expressly directed by the proposed law to refrain from attempt
ing to withhold the surplus from the market. It is presumed 
the board will have and will ~xercise good judgment, and it is 
not to be presumed that merely aiding the farmer to get a just 
price, based on supply and demand, instead of speculation, 
for his products will cause him to run wild on acreage and to 
overproduce. 

I have discussed this bill at greater length than I had in
tended. It relates to a subject upon which I feel very deeply. 
In the northwest Georgia country, in which I live, hundreds and 
thousands of farm houses are vacant this year, and one of them 
is the house in which I spent the years of my childhood and 
which never before in over 40 years has been without a tenant. 
Desperate as the condition of many of our farmers is, there is 
no proposal here to make any .onation from the Treasury; 
there is not anything in this bill that even squints at such a 
thing. The American farmer is not and never has been an 
applicant for chality; he has that independence of character 
native to the soil, but he has that sense of fairness which de
mands a square deal. I believe the Senate bill now before us 
will help to give it to him, and I am going to support it for that 
reason. (When we have practically donated billions of dollars 
to stabilize the industries and agriculture of Europe, it is hard 
to feel there are men unwilling to even loan the amount named 
in this bill to the American farmer to enable him to live, 
to educate his children, and to discharge \Yell his duties as a 
citizen.) 

The American people should not forget, however, that this 
bill does not outline the only legislative way by which Con
gress may be of benefit to the farmer. The effort to secure 
action in this House with regard to a Senate resolution demand
ing tariff revision, which the Democratic Members almost sol
idly supported, was a blow for farm relief. There are many 
tariff rates upon necessaries that the farmer uses, as well as 
upon goods necessary to the people as a whole, that are far in 
excess of what would be essentia1 for the protection of Amer
ican industry. This sort of relief-not for farmers alone, but 
for the people of the entire country-can only be looked for in 
the event of the election of a Democratic Congress. 

Let not the farmer of the South forget that in the disposition 
of Muscle Shoals is bound up a vital question of relief for him. 
If it shall be determined that the manufacture of fertilizer there 
is practicable and will result in lowering the price to the 
southern farmer of this agricultural necessity, it will be of won
derful benefit to the farming industry in the South. Whether 
this problem, which has been before the Congress for nine 
years, will be disposed of during . the present session is very 
doubtful ; but the people will not forget that those who are 
in control of the calendar and are strangling all Muscle Shoals 
legislation are effectively den:ying another attempt at farm 
relief. 

Nor is the matter of relief in the raising and sale of farm 
products the only sort of relief that the farming population of 
this country needs. 1.'hey need schools in the rural districts 
capable pf affording to their children educational opportunities 
equal to those given to the children of the cities. We are all 
one peopJe, city and country alike, and to my mind every Amer
ican child has a God-given right to an educational opportunity, 
without discriminating between those who live in thickly con
gested areas where great wealth abounds and those who live in 
the more sparsely settled sections where local taxation can not, 
without bej.ng extremely burdensome, sufficiently supplement 
State appropriations to afford proper schools. 

The most practicable aid for rural sections in school matters 
lies in the adoption of measures like that of Senator GEORGE, 
ah·eady passed the Senate, to extend additional Federal aid to 
vocational agricultural education, and in school consolidation; 
but school consolidation can not be had until farmers have good 
roads; and the building of only great interstate thoroughfares 
and intercounty thoroughfares does not furnish a large per
centage of our population with good roads. It is my earnest 
hope that the Committee on Roads will see fit to give approval 
to my bill which proposes to spend $25,000,000 annually on 
rural and star-route roads, not now included in Federal or 
State highway systems. To do that will help toward another 
kind of farm relief, but none the less beneficial for that reason; 
for, as you add to the farmer's convenience in the matter of 
roads, you likewise enable him to consolidate- school districts 
and build and maintain better schools, make the country more 
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attractive for him and his family, and render it less probable 
tbat he will pull -up stakes and go to the cities where he can 
properly educate his children. 

There are many other ways in which aid could be afforded 
our fa:tm.ing population, and benefit thereby extended to our 
entire country, since we can not separate our country and its 
welfare from the welfare and prosperity of the farmer. A 
bill does not have to be labeled "farm relief" in order to be a 
measure tending to bring justice to agriculture ; and I call upon 
all true friends of the farmer to support, not alone this measure, 
but all others which shall tend to fairly give the farmer a better 
opportunity to live and prosper. 

It is a matter of vital interest to the southern farmer and 
laboring man as well, that a bar shall be fixed against the 
present tr~mendous influx of Mexican peons into this country, 
where they enter into competition with American labor, and, 
in addition, enable some sections of the West which were never 
able to produce cotton with American labor at a profit, to 
enter with the aid of cheap Mexican labor into competition 
with the cotton farmer of the South. Far too many proposi
tions of this kind which dir ly affect the prosperity of our 
people are neglected, and Congress prevented, through the 
Republican organization in this House, from even having an 
opportunity to vote thereon. 

I mention these matters which some may consider not ma
terial to this bill, for the purpose of calling attention to the 
fact that it need not be e.xpected that Congress shall) at
one fell stroke, bring about by legislative action agricultural 
prosperity in this country, but that the matter of remedying 
here and there various handicaps under which agriculture 
labors is one of many angles, requiring faithful and persistent 
effort along many lines by those who stand for justice to our 
farming population. [Applause.] 

Mr. KINCHELOE. :Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. FuunuGHT]. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. l\lr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of 
the committee, if there had been any doubt in my mind as to 
how I should vote on this bill, my good friend from Massa
chusetts has presented an argument that has satisfied me, and I 
am ready to vote for the bill. [Applause.] I have listened 
with a great deal of interest to the various arguments that 
have been presented, but none·of them, so far as I have heard, 
has been more convincing, to· my mind, of the real merits of 
this bill than the argument presented by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. His argument against the bill has satisfied me 
that it will do for the farmer what the tariff has done for 
industry. When he said that it would bring better prices to 
the farmers of this country he was sincere, and that is what 
we want. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, for several months past the metropolitan 
press has told us of the marvelous prosperity that exists in this 
country and we have frequently heard it mentioned on the 
floor of the House. Even the President advises us that the 
country is very prosperous. 

Agriculture is not only the basic but the greatest industry of 
the country. It is the foundation upon which permanent pros
perity of all business, commercial, and industrial activities 
must rest. Therefore to determine the soundness of the claim 
that the country is experiencing a period of genuine prosperity 
an inquiry into the agricultural situation is very pertinent. 

In November, 1927, the business men's commission on agri
culture, created jointly by the Industrial Conference Board 
and the Chamber of Commerce of the United States, published 
its report, in which the extent and gravity of the agricultural 
problem is, in part, summarized as follows : 

Any serious and careful consideration of the situation and trend of 
American agriculture makes it clear that in relation to it the United 
States is confronted with a question of fundamental national concern 
and of permanent importance to the American people. The specific 
prgblems which face individual farmers, the different branches of the 
industry, and the several agricultural sections of the country are numer
ous, varied, and constantly shifting; but beneath all these there lies the 
fundamental question of the maintenance, improvement, and wise 
utilization of the irreplaceable land resources of the Nation, which must 
remain the basis of the prosperity and even of the very existence of 
our_ people. 

The evidence is clear that American agriculture has und('rgone a pro
longed and trying readjustment to postwar conditions, in the course 
of which those engaged in it have suffered seriously in their r elative 
economic prosperity in comparison with those engaged in other _fields. 
On the human side it has been deprived of the energy, experience, and 
knowledge of many thousands of farmers who have lost their resources 
and have been persuaded or compelled to leave the farm fox other 
occupations, while the land resources of the Nation have been impaired 
by neglect and by wasteful exploitation under the pressure to which 
tbose who have remained in the business have been subjected. 

This commission was headed by Charles Nagel, from my own 
State, as chairman, a very able and prominent Republican. 

During the past seven sears more than 4,000,000 people left 
the farm. Approximately 650,000 farmers quit their calling in. 
1926. 

In the past seven years approximately 4,000 bank failures 
occur,red, over 90 per cent of which were in agricultural com
muniti~. 

From 1920 to 1925 farm values decreased $30,000,000,000, 
while mortgage indebtedness of farmers increased from $7,860,-
000,000 to $8,500,000,000. The Secretary of Agriculture has esti
mated the farm-mortgage debt of the farmer for 1926 at 
$9,500,000,000. This does not include other indebtedness of the 
farmer. 

In the year 1926 approximately 200,000 farms changed hands, 
many of them as a result of foreclosures, tax sales, and bank
ruptcy proceedings, and the net income from capital invested 
in agriculture decreased 21 per cent. 

By reference to the Agricultural Yearbook published by Mr. 
Jardine, page 1204, we find the value of 22 leading farm crops 
dropped from $12,442,977,000 in 1919 to $7,036,786,000 in 192.6, 
a shrinkage of $5,406,000,000 in seven years. The shrinkage in 
value of all crops for the same period was $6,340,000,000. 

From page 1208 we find the average value of wheat per acre 
in the United States for the year 1925 was $17.65, while the 
cost of production, based on 1925 cost data, as shown on page 
1209, was $22.41, a loss to the farmer of $4.76 per acre. 

The value of corn per acre for the same sear was • 17 .21, page 
1208; against a cost of production of $24.97, page 1213; a loss 
to the farmer of $7.85 per acre. 

Taking my own State and those immediately adjoining, the 
following estimate is found: 

Average value of wheat per acre in the State of Missouri, $18.9£:.; 
against a production cost of $19.36 ; loss to the farmer, 38 cents per 
acre. 

Average value of corn per acre, $18.50; against a production cost 
of $20.40; loss to the farmer, $1.90 per acre. 

Iowa: Average value of wheat per acre, $25.08; against a production 
cost of $22.55 ; gain to the farmer of $2.53 per acre. 

Average value of corn per acre, $20.72; against a production cost 
of $26.14; loss to the farmer, $5.42 per acre. 

Illinois: Average value of wheat per acre, $21.93, against a cost of 
production of $20.80; gain to the farmer, $1.13 per acre. 

Average value of corn per acre, $19.04, against a production cost 
of $23.29 ; loss to the farmer, $4.25 per acre. 

Arkansas: Average value of wheat per acre, $17.27, against a pro
duction cost of $18.37; loss to the farmer, $1.10 per acre. 

Average value of corn per acre, $16.40, against a production cost 
of $20.89 ; loss to the farmer, $4.49 per acre. 

Kansas: Average value of wheat per acre, $17.60, against a pro
duction cost of $15.37 ; gain to the farmer, $2.23 per acre. 

Average value of corn per acre, $7.21, against a production cost of 
$13.68; loss to. the farmer, $6.47 per acre. 

The price level of cotton on the 15th day of December, 1926, 
was 19.4 per cent lower than the price level before tlle war. 

On page 527, Commerce Year Book for 1926, we find No. 1 
calfskin for the years Hll2 to 1916 was 21.3 cents per pound ; 
the price at the close of 1926 was 17 cents a pound, a drop of 
4.3 cents per pound. On the other hand, men's shoes made from 
these hides, as will appear on page 538, advanced in price 
from $3.11 in 1913 to $6.40 in 1926. In other words, calfskin 
produced by the farmer in 1926 was selling approximately 20 
per cent lower in 1926 than the same article was selling for in 
1912 to 1916, while shoes made fx·om those hides were selling 
100 per cent higher in 1926 than in 1913. 

The following comparison of the purchasing price of a 
bushel of wheat in 1913 and 1927 is very significant: 

Wagon _______________________ ----- __ --------------------.------
Double harness ____ --------------------------------------------
Pair of shoes ______ ----- ___ ---------------------- -- -------------

1913 1927 

Bushels 
70 
30 

5 

Bushtl3 
130 
60 
9 

Wagons that sold for $60 in 1913 sold for $125 ~n 1927; self
binders that sold for $125 in 1913 sold for $235 and more in 
1927; plows that sold for $14 in 1913, sold for $28 and up in 
1927; shoes that sold for· $4 in 1913, sold for $8 in 1927. 

The farmer is compelled to sell the products of the farm at a 
price fixed by the middleman and buy his supplies at a price 
fixed by the manufacturer and distributor-he has no voice in 
either. He pays the freight both ways. The freight is added to 
the price of everything he buys and deducted from the price 
he receives for everything he sells. Freight rates to-day from 
outlying shipping points to primary .markets ~re something near 

• 



1928 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE .7493 
45 per cent above pre-war rates and from primary markets to 
the seaboard about 73 per cent above pre-war rates, while in 
Canada freight rates are almost down to pre-war levels. To-day 
the Alberta, Canada, fat·mer can ship his wheat 1,243 miles for 
26 cents per hundredweight, while the Denver-Galveston rate 
for 1,113 miles is 56% cents. The rate from Chicago to 
Baltimore, 802 miles, is 21 cents; while the rate from Denver 
to Missouri River points, a distance of 538 miles, is 33 cents. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, in speaking of freight rates as 
applied to wheat, says: 

These ·freight rates are large relatively as well as absolutely. They 
place the American wheat farmer at a disadvantage of from 4 to 10 
cents per bushel in comparison with freight rates of his competitors in 
Canada and Argentina. 

Tile farmer is unfairly discriminated against in the matter of 
taxation. Farm lands and urban real estate at the present time 
are taxed entirely out of proportion to other property and for 
benefits which are enjoyed by and should be paid by others. 

The total value of tangible and intangible property for 1922 
was $476,712,487,000; the value of real property and improve
ments, according to the Census Bureau, being $176,414,444,000. 

The total assessed value of all tangible and intangible prop
erty for that year was $124,616,675,000. The total assessed 
value of real property and improvements was $92,369,378,000. 
Deducting this amount from the assessed value of both tan
gible and intangible property we find the total assessed value 
of property other than real property and improvements to be 
only $32,247,297,000. From these figures we find that the farmer 
is paying on a valuation of approximately 55 per cent of his 
farm values while the owner of other property is paying only 
on a valuation of approximately 10 per cent of its value. 

It bas been estimated by the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. 
Hoover, that the wealth of the United States had increased 
about $85,000,000,000 since 1920. Yet, in spite of this fact, the 
farmers of the country have lost approximately $30,000,000,000. 
It is at once apparent that the farmer has not participated in 
the increased wealth of the country; on the other hand, the 
mortgaged indebtedness has increased to more than $12,000,000, 
000 with an average interest rate of approximately 7 per cent. 
In addition to the freight rates, interest, aud tax burdens b(}rne 
by the farmer, he is being plundered by the iniquitious schedules 
of the present tariff law. 

I fayor a fair and equitable tariff law, but it is estimated that 
the pre ent tariff act costs the American people approximately 
$4,000,000,0dO annually, about three and one-half billions of 
which goes into the pockets of the manufacturers and one
half billion into the TrE"asury. The per capita cost of t:p.e tariff 
js approximately $35 per year; to the farmer with a family of 
five, $175 per year. 

An article in the American Farm Bureau Federation Weekly 
in its news letter of January 11, 1923. after an exhaustive dis
cus~ion of the present tariff act in relation to the farmer, sum
marizes the situation as follows : 

Cost to the farmer of the tariff, $426,000,000 ; gain to farmers as 
producers, $125,000,000 ; net cost to agriculture of the tariff 
$301,000,000. 

Paragraph 1504, schedule 15, under title 2 of the present tmiff 
act. placing agricultural implements on the free list, was in
serted to deceive the farmer. The paragraph closes with the 
very significant provision : 

Pro,;ided, That no article specified by name in title 1 shall be free 
of duty under this paragraph. 

By reference to title 1 we find that everything of any par
ticular Yalue that is used in the manufacture of agricultural 
implements is subject to a high and exces ive tariff, and it is 
estimated that it costs the farmer $75.000.000 annually on the 
purchase of agricultural implements alone. 

Substantially everything that the farmer uses, eats, or wears 
bears the burden of a tariff; and if he is to get any substantial 
relief from Federal taxation, it must come from a revision of 
the tariff. 

The farmers have long since learned that a tariff on farm 
products is of little or no benefit to him from the fact that 
he is compelled to sell his products upon an open world market. 
Regardless of politics they. are to-da:y demanding a revision of 
the tariff act or such legislation as will make the tariff effec
tive upon farm products. They want a tariff for all or a tariff 
for none. 

The average annual price paid by the consumer for the prod
ucts of the farm is in the neighborhood of $22,500,000,000; the 
amount ·received by the farmer approximately $7,000,000,000. 
In other words, out of every $3 paid for the products of the 
farmer by the consumer the farmer receives $1, while the 
middleman, the manufacturer, and the transportation com-

panies get the other $2. The spread between the farmer and 
the consumer is unquestionably too great and absorbs the profits 
of the farm. Not only does the farmer suffer from high taxes, 
high interest rates, high freight rates, and the unwarranted 
spread between the farmer and the consumer, but he must 
contend with the elements and the forces of nature. He gambles 
with drought and with flood ; with sunshine and with storm ; 
with heat and with cold; and if he, perchance, is the winner, 
he faces an unequal battle "'ith other groups to preserve the 
profit he makes. 

In the development of the economic and legislative policies 
of this country we have entirely lost sight of the farmer. We 
need a positive, well-defined agricultural policy-we have none. 
Although agriculture is the basic industry of the Nation, and 
every other business depends upon it, the farmers, as a class, 
receive less benefit from legislation than any other group. We 
created the Interstate Commerce Commission, a Government 
agency that fixes the price of transportation, and enacted the 
Esch-Cummins law for the benefit of the railroad companies, 
thus enabling them to keep the rates high enough to give them 
a reasonable return. We created a Federal Reserve Board that 
fixes the price of credits, and the Federal reserve banks that 
protect the banking interests in times of distt·ess. Labor has 
its immigration law that protects it from outside competition, 
and the Adamson Act that regulates its hours, while the great 
industries of the country have the Fordney-1\IcCumber Tariff 
Act, which enables them to increase the price of their products 
above the world level. 

For six years the farmer has appealed to the Government for 
economic justice, but his appeal has been in vain ; he has peti
tioned, but his petitions have been ignored. In a country that 
boasts of its wealth and power, its liberality and progress, its 
philanthropy and love for humanity, the gross injustice to the 
American farmer during the past seven years is a national 
shame. 

Diver-sification of crops has been suggested; this would not 
solve the problem. Cooperative marketing has been offered; 
this would not give the necessary relief. Eliminating the sur
plus has been advised; this would be dangerous. A shortage 
in manufactured products would be an inconvenience and actual 
shortage in food supplies would be a tragedy. A reasonable 
surplus in farm products is our insurance against hunger and 
famine. 

Extension of credit bas been proposed. Any measure pro
posing relief that provides for further involvement without a 
corresponding correction in the general price level equal to 
the cost of production is both economically unsound and morally 
wrong. The farmer wants credit to the extent that it may be 
necessary in the successful operation of his business; but what 
he needs most of all is a price for his product sufficient to 
give him a reasonable return on his labor and his investment, 
thereby enabling him to pay the debts he already owes. 

There should be a redistribution of the tax burden that rests 
with undue severity upon the farmer; a readjustment of freight 
rates on farm products, lessening the cost of transportation ; 
a sane revision of the tariff downward and the enactment of 
such legislation as will place the farmer on an equality with 
industry and labor. 

The proponents of the so-called McNary-Haugen bill claim 
that it will have this effect. I think it is a step in the right 
direction; it is the only legislation that we will have an oppor
tunity to vote upon that proposes to give relief to the farmer, 
and I believe that every :Member who is interested in the wel
fare of the farmer should support it. We all know that we 
can not make matters any worse. I was born and reared on a 
farm; my heart beats in sympathy with the man who toils. 
There is no group of people more honorable, more patriotic, or 
more deserving than the American f~rmer, and he should no 
longer be ignored. 

Objection has been made that this bill represents the work 
of farmers and farm organizations and not the intelligence of 
the committee that reported the bill. 

For that very reason, if no other, we should support the 
legislation. Industry and big business had a voice in writing 
the tariff legislation; labor and labor organizations had a voice 
in writing legislati(}n for their protection ; banks and bankers 
had a voice in writing legislation for their protection; railroads 
and transportation companies had a voice in writing legi lation 
for their protection. Why should not the farmers and farm 
organizations have a voice in writing legi lation in the interest 
of agriculture? · 

If the farmer is given a voice in writing legislation in his 
behalf and it proves a failure, he will assume the respon~ibility 
and not hold it against us. We all recognize the fact that this 
piece of legislation is not perfect. The farmer understands 
that. We understand that it is an experiment in a great 
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measure. The farmer recognizes that fact. We all understand 
that any great piece of legislation is brought about more or less 
in a spirit of compromise. The farmer knows that. 

If we pass this bill and it fails to function in the interest 
of the farmer, it can be and will be repealed. If it proves a 
success, the farmer will profit thereby. 

The Republican Party in convention assembled at Cleveland, 
Ohio, declared : 

We recognize that agricultural activities are still struggling with 
adverse conditions that have brought deep distress. We pledge the 
party to take whatever steps are necessary to bring back the balanced 
conditions between agriculture, industry, and labor. 

The Democratic Party in New York expressed itself in the 
following language: 

Stimulate by every proper Government activity the progress of the 
cooperative-marketing movement and to tbe establishment of an export 
marketing corporation or commission in order that the exportable sur
plus may not establish the price of the whole crop. 

If w-e are to retain the confidence of tlie farmers in this coun
try, such platform declarations must not be meaningless plati
tudes but should r pre ent a sincere desire to relieve a great 
economic group that has long been neglected. As a result of 
agricultural depression small business concerns and small banks 
have failed by thou ands. Unless relief to agriculture comes 
this condition will continue. 

I want to see this bill passed because I am -sincerely interested 
in relief for the farmer. I want to see it p.assed because the 
farmer is appealing for legislation that will place him upon 
an equality with other groups. I want to see it passed because 
the farmer is justly entitled to legislation that will enable him 
to rise above the position to which he has fallen as a result of 
economic injustice and discrimination. I want to see-it passed 
because I belie-re it -will rescue the farmer and help save the 
small business man and the small banker. This is the only 
farm-relief legislation that has a chance to pass at this session 
of Congress. Wby not pa s it and quit trifling with the farmer? 
If it does not work, repeal it and try something else. 

If the President vetoes it, then his is the responsibility. 
When Thomas Jefferson became President of the United 

States, ·formal receptions were abandoned and no distinction of 
persons was recognized at the White House. On certain days 
each week any one who wanted to- see the President was ad
mitted, whether clothed in buckskin breeches or as an aristocrat. 
Each received the same re pectful hearing. This was distasteful 
to diplomats representing the royalties of Europe. Sir August 
Foster, secretary of the British legation at the time, sneeringly 
referred to Jefferson as being a tall man with a very red, 
freckled face. and gray, neglected hair, and aid that he "looked 
very much like a tall raw-bon€cl farmer." 

We need a Jefferson, a Lincoln, or a Jackson in the White 
Ho~a man that will hearken to the voice of the common 
people, a man interested in the West as well as the East, a man 
as respectful to the farmer as to the plutocrat-a red-headed 
freckled-faced Jeffersonian, "a tall raw-boned farmer "-that 
would be a mighty good description for a President to-day. 
That kind of a President would have saved the farmer from the 
tragedies of the past seven years. 

The safety of American ciYilization-the future of this Gov
ernment depends upon a happy, prosperous, contented, and 
virile farmer citizenship. The shadows of former nations and 
former civilizations cross the stage like the ghosts of l\Iacbeth
Egypt, Assyria, India, Greece, Rome. Shall America and 
American civilization join the weird procession? God forbid. 
Corruption will be curbed, discrimination will cease, all wrongs 
will be righted, the American farmer will come into his own, 
and American civilization and American state mansbip will 
blaze out the path and make clear the way up which all the 
nations of the earth must come in God's appointed time. 
[Applause.] 

l\Ir. KINCHELOE. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois fl\Ir. l\f.AJOR]. 

Mr. l\!AJOR of Illinois. l\Ir. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to include in my remarks resolution passed by the illinois 

-Agricultural A sociation and a letter addres. ed to me from Mr. 
Earl Smith, president of the Illinois Agricultural Association, 
and to also include a short editorial from the P1·airie Farmer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from illinois asks unani
mous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD in the man
ner indicated. Is there objection? 

The1·e was no objection. . 
Mr. MAJOR of Illinois. l\Ir. Chairman and Members of the 

House, no more pleasant task bas been mine during this session 
of Congress than the opportunity to raise my voice and register 
my vote in favor of this proposed farm-relief legislation. For 

more than eight years this great basic indru;try of the Nation 
has been and yet is in a deplorable condition. It seems almost 
useless at this time to recount even briefly the history of this 
period. It is one of hardship and suffering, mortgage fore
closures, bankruptcies, and bank failures such as has never 
before been visited upon so large and important portion of our 
citizenship in the entire history of this country. 

The saddest thing I know of is to see a man who has passed 
. the meridian of life lose the earnings of a lifetime, without 
any fault of his own, and be forced to commence life's work 
over again to provide a home for his declining yeal's. Yet 
that ic:; just what has happened to a million farmers in America, 
and a million more farmers in America are holding their homes 
to-day through the leniency of their creditors, and unless some 
legislation is passed that will be beneficial to agriculture they, 
too, sooner or later must lose their homes. 

Since the crisis came to agriculture in 1920 the farmers have 
suffered a loss of more than $30,000,000,000. Since 1920, 2,000,-
000 of our farm population have left the farms each year to 
mill around in the great cities looking for employment. Most 
of them have been forced to return to the farm, but the actual 
net loss in our farm population since 1920 is between three and 
a half and four million. 

In 1910 we had a. farm mortgage indebtedness in this country 
of three and a half _billion. To-day the total mortgage indebted
ness of the farmer is something like twel-re and a quarter bil
lion dollars. 

Since the crisis came to agriculture in 1920 more than 3,000,-
000 acres of land that were once fertile have been abandoned 
because the farmers are unable to buy fertilizer to keep up the 
fertility of the soil. 

The bank failures in this country during the past few years 
are a sure barometer of the agricultural situation. Since 1920 
more banks have failed than in all the years from the Civil War 
down to that time. During the period of 11 years up to 1920 we 
had 642 bank failures. During the past se-ren years we have 
had 4,287 bank failm·es. The average number of such failures 
from 1909 to 1920 was 61 per year. In 1"921 we had 300 bank 
failures, in 1922 we had 394 bank failures, in 1923 we had 314 
bank failures, in 1924 there were 894 bank failures, in 1925, there 
were 550 bank failures, in 1926 there were 573 bank failUI·es, and 
in 1927 we had 831 bank failures. The figures for the year 1927 
do not include State bnnk failures from July 1 to December 31 
of that year. Eighty-seven per cent of these bank failUI·es have 
occurred in agricultural sections of the country !}nd can be 
attributed almost entirely to the condition of agriculture. 

Here is another evidence of the unbalanced condition so far 
as the wealth of America is concerned: The total deposits in all 
the banks of the United States on the 1st day of January, 1914, 
was $21,359,842,316. The total deposits in the banks of this 
country on the 1st day of January, 1928, had reached the 
enormous sum of $57,820,730,000, an increase in 14 years of 
$36,460,895,684. In other- words, while the farmers of the United 
States have suffered a loss of more than $30,000,000,000, the 
indu trial States of- the Union have increased their wealth, as 
shown by the deposits in banks, more than one and one-half 
times in 13 short years. So it appears that the accumulations 
in banks as shown by their deposits have increased more in 13 
years than in the whole preceding period from the time of the 
formation of this Government. 

Mr. Chairman, the whole world has marveled at the rapid 
accumulation of wealth in this country during the last few 
year , yet no part of that great accumulation of wealth has 
come to the tillers of the soil. In 1914 the estimated wealth of 
the United States was $200,000,000,000. The estimated wealth 
to-day is three hundred and fifty-five and one-half billions of 
dollars. In other words, since 1914 there has been an increa e 
in our national wealth of one hundred and fifty-five and one
half billions of dollars. We have accumulated more wealth 
since 1914 than England accumulated in all her 1,000 years of 
existence. The national wealth of England is rated at $120,000,-
000,000; France, seventy-five billion; Russia, eventy-tbre€ bil
lion; Germany, seventy-five billion; Belgium, ten billion; Italy, 
twenty-six billion; and Canada, twenty-two billion. However, 
with all this great accumulation of wealth, so great as to stag
ger the imagination, farming conditions have gone from bad to 
worse. 

As I said before, l\Ir. Chairman, it is futile to offer figures· to 
prove the deplorable condition of agriculture. Any person who 
has given the slightest attention to the subject knows it is one 
of the most important and perhaps the most important prob
lem of this generation. 

WHAT IS THE SOLUTION? 

It is not an uncommon thing to hear some !)€rson say-in 
fact, I have heard it said in this very Chamber-if the farmer 
would go to work he could solv~ his own problems. This is an 
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unfair assertion. The American farmer has been at work. 
There is no class of people on earth whose industry compares 
with his. To-day, while we have only 7 per cent of the land 
of the world and 6 per cent of the population, we are producing 
68 per cent of all the corn of the world, 65 per cent of all · the 
cotton of the world, 46 pe.r cent of all the tobacco of the world, 
37 per cent of all the oats of the world, 24 per cent of all the 
wheat of the world, 18 per cent of all the flax of the world, 15 
per cent of all the barley of the world, and 15 per cent of all 
the beans of the world. At the same time we are producing 76 
per cent of all the apples that go into commercial use in the 
world, 37 per cent of all the oranges, and 36 per cent of all 
the lemon of the world. We have in this country 24 per cent 
of all the horses and mules of the world and 40 per cent of all 
the poultry of the world. We are producing between 33 and 
35 per cent of the milk of the world, 30 per cent of the butter 
of the world, and from 12 to 15 per cent of the cheese of the 
world. 

Another tatement we often hear is that the farmers could 
take care of themselves if they would organize the same as 
other economic groups have done. That perhaps is true; but 
can they so organizer While they have made great strides 
along this line and can yet do much to improve their condition, 
the answer to this question must be "no." The diversified and 
conflicting interests of the dairy farmer of the East, the cotton 
farmer of the South, the stock farmer of the West and South
west, and the grain farmer of the Central and Western sections 
are ·uch that even the hope that they can ever be brought 
together in one great organization is a dream too good to come 
true. Notwithstanding the fact that the nature of their busi
ness is such as to prevent theiT organizing as other groups are 
organized, they mu t meet organized effort on every side. 

Everything they buy comes from organized groups with the 
price fixed, everything they ell goes into the hands of organ
ized groups with the price fixed not by the farmer but by the 
purchaser of his products. He is the one man who has n·othing 
to say about the price he is to receive. He has to look at the 
morning paper to find out what the wheat exchange will give 
him for his wheat, what the packers will give him for his 
cattle and hogs, what the produce dealers will give him for 
his poultry and so on. 

Another remedy often suggested is diversified farming. Good 
husbandry no doubt requires this practice and it has been 
practiced by successful farmers for years. In other words, 
farmers of my section, at ttny rate, have long ago learned it 
does not pay to put all their eggs in one basket. I doubt, how
ever, if it can be successfully contended that any amount of 
diversity will solve the present problem. There are five major 
~rops produced in this country--cotton, wheat, oats, hay, and 
corn-besides the many crops which may be designated as 
minor crops. Of the major crops it is estimated there are n·ot 
less than 37,000,000 acres of land devoted to each or about 
185,000,000 acre devoted to these five major crops. It is also 
estimated there are about 40,000,000 acres devoted to all minor 
crops. The same authority discloses the surplus acres in the 
major crops are about as follows: Cotton, 10,000,000 acres, 
wheat, 9,000,000 acres, hay, 8,000,000 acres, oats, 6,000,000 acres, 
and corn, 6,000,000 acres from which it is readily apparent that 
diversified farming or the substitution of minor crops for a 
portion of the acreage would not materially help the situation. 
A relatively mall increase in the acreage of the minor crops 
would soon bring an· overpmduction in any one of them. With 
an overproduction to the extent of 39,000.000 acre in the five 
major crops, and with the total of 40,000,000 acres for the minor 
crops, it is quite apparent that diversified farming is not the 
remedy. 

I have merely mentioned a few of the many suggested reme
dies, none of which seems practicable and none of which the 
farmers themselves approve. 

THE PRESENT BILL 

For more than four years the farm organizations of this 
country ha\e been back of what i widely known as the 1\lc
Kary-IIaugen bill. It P&Ssed both branches of the Sixty-ninth 
Congress but was vetoed by President Coolidge. The bill now 
before us has been substantially altered in many respects to 
meet the objections made by the President in his veto message 
of the former measure. The present bill in my opinion is a 
great improvement over former bills in that it is much more 
simple in its terms and mode of operation. Like it predeces
sors it is predicated on the almost universally admitted propo
sition that the great problem of Agriculture is that of surplus 
produced. Whenever there is a surplus, it is an economic 
adage that that surplus fixes the price for the whole com
modity ; and, inasmuch as it is necessary for the producers 
of the counh·y to sell this surplus in foreign markets, it natur
ally follows that the price obtained by the American producer 

is the world price; and so long as we are working and living _ 
under a protective tariff, it is not fair to the farmers of the 
country to be compelled to sell their whole product on the 
foreign-price level, and buy that which they need and must 
have in a protected market. That is one of the cardinal 
principles and one of the foundation stones upon which this 
measure is built, as were all of its predecessors. 

In this bill there are two separable remedies. The first 
adopts the remedy of loaning money to cooperative organiza
tions for the purpose of promoting the orderly marketing of 
farm products, or to loan them money for the purpose of 
acquiring the surplus products and selling them or making 
such disposition _of them as in their judgment seems be t. 
Second, if the Federal farm board finds that the cooperative 
or designated agencies are unable or unwilling to take the 
surplus product of any commodity from the market, then it 
may under the method described in the bill, start an operating 
period on that particular commodity. An equalization fee will 
be collected from those who are to .be the beneficiaries of this 
operation for the purpose of paying the cost of the same. 

l\Ir. Chairman, in the few minutes at my disposal it is im
possible to discuss what I understand to be the essential fea
tures of this bill. The declaration of policy as set forth in the 
bill states the general purpose in language more apt than I 
could use in describing it. I quote: 

In order to stabilize the current of interstate and foreign commerce 
in the marketing of agriculture commodities and pt·event suppression 
of commerce with foreign nations in such commodities and unjust 
discrimination against such foreign commerce, it is hereby declared to 
be the policy of the Congress to promote the orderly marketing of 
agricultural commodities in interstate and foreign commerce, and to 
that end, through the execution of the provisions of this act, to pro
vide for the control and disposition of surpluses of such commodities, 
to preserve advantageous domestic markets for such commodities, to 
prevent such surpluses from unduly depressing the prices obtained for 
such commodities and from causing undue and excessive fiuct'uations 
in the markets for such commodities, to minimize the speculation and 
waste in marketing such commodities, and to further the or·ganization 
of producers of such commodities into cooperative associations. 

l\1r. Chairman, many arguments have been adyanced aga~t 
this proposed legislation, some with logic of course, but much 
without logic. No one, however, can deny or defend the present 
situation. It is a simple story, and it seems to me that anyone 
with an open mind who studies the legislation that has been 
passed in the last few years, and the increased cost of produc
tion, can understand why there is a farm problem. The farmer 
is not responsible for the farm problem. He is fighting for an 
opportunity to pass on some of his increased co t of production, 
and he '\\ill be able to do that if this bill shall become a · law. 
It will give him at least a part of the protective tariff that was 
promised him when the Fordney-McCumber bill was pas ed, 
but which he can not get under the present conditions, when 
there is a surplus. 

The trouble with many of our friends from New England, 
where their industries and products have been protected by the 
highest tariff ever enacted at the expense of all the people (}f 
this country, is that they think the United States of America is 
all located east of the Allegheny Mountains. 'l'hey talk about 
class legislation in face of the fact that their section is the 
chief beneficiary of more class legislation than all the rest of 
the country combined. 

It bas also been argued that the farmers themselves are op-
posed to this bill. I can not speak, of course, for the farmers of 
America, not even for all of them in my congressional di •trict, 
but without que tion the great majority of them are for the 
l\IcNary-Haugen bill. I desire to read a portion of a letter 
addres ed to myself from Earl C. Smith, president of the Illinois 
Agricultural Association, and al~o resolution passed by that 
organization at its last annual meeting, held in Rock Island, 
Ill., January 19 and 20 of this year : 

JANUAllY 27, 1928. 
Hon. J. EARL MAJOR, 

House of Representati~:es, ll'ashington, D. 0. 
DEAR Co:-<GRESSMAN MAJOR: We are at this time very much concerned 

over newspaper reports that there is some tendency on the part of some 
of the former supporters of the McNary-Haugen bill to weaken in their 
attitude toward some of its mo t essential features. Resolution 18 very 
carefully interprets the attitude of the farmers of Illinois on this ques
tion. Farmers of this State at·e in a worse financial condition than at 
any time since 1920, regardless of reports to the contrary emanating 
ft·om supposedly authoritative sources. The facts are that the total 
value of agricultural production in Tilinois is much less than in 1926. 
* * * We .incerely believe that any legislation yet suggested elimi
nating the equalization fee can not and will not operate effectively for 
the basic eash crops of Illinois. 
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We have put forth every possible effort to meet the President's 

criticisms as carried in his veto message of this legislation and believe 
careful study will reveal that of his 10 pointed criticisms 9 h.ave been 
wholly met and the tenth, namely, the equalization fee, can not be 
further criticized on the same grounds as formerly. Senate bill 1176, 
carrying the equalization-fee principle, provides that it is only to be 
invoked if .and when the administration falls down in properly con
trolling crop surpluses without costs and losses, which they have 
claimed they can do. Should there be costs and losses develop, and 
which we believe will be the case, then the equalization fee becomes 
imperative so as to spread the costs and losses in the operation of 
surplus control over all the producers of the commodity benefited. 

We trust you will use your best effort in seeing that legislation 
embodying the principles as outlined in Resolution 18 is passed by the 
Seventieth Congress. 

Sincerely, 

The resolution is as follows : 

ILLINOIS AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION, 

EARL C. SMITH, President. 

" This association bas repeatedly gone on record as favoring a na
tional agrl~ultural policy by which farmers, at their own exvense. 
may stabilize the prices for their farm crops by regulating their flow 
to market. 

"'l'o this end they have supported the various bills in Congress known 
as the McNary-Haugen bills. 

"At the last session of Congress legislation of this character was 
passed by both Houses of Congress and vetoed by President Coolidge. 
The veto message enumerated many objections, all of which have been 
met in the Mc~ary bill now before the Senate except the objection 
to the equalization fee, which is the heart of the bill and which must 
remain in any bill to .accomplish the desired end, namely, an oppor
tunity without Government subsidy for the American farmer to live 
according to American standards. 

" The present Senate bill specifically affords an opportunity for 
those who contend that markets can be stabilized bY loans to under
take to do so and invokes the equalization fee only when the co
operatives are unable to accomplish the desired result in this way. 

" Congress and the President have repeatedly recognized coopera
tive marketing as the proper medium for handling surpluses and we 
call upon them to support this legislation, giving loans a chance, 
and invoking the equalization fee if and when loans fail. 

"We assert that the equalization fee is essential and that to deny 
it to agriculture is equivalent to refusing agriculture a place in our 
complex protective system. 

"We urge the enactment of legislation containing all the essential 
provisions of H. R. 7940 and S. 1176. We shall hold responsible, 
so far as it is within our power, any political party or any public 
official who contdbutes to the surrender of the principles of this legis
lation. We prefer no legislation at this time rather than to surrender 
these principles. We instruct our officers to make our position clear 
to Members of Congress and to the President." 

FARMERS' LOBBY 

Of all the absurd argument made against this bill, that 
which was designed to ridicule it because it was backed by 
a " farmers' lobby " is entitled to first prize. The gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. AswELL] is one of those who seems to be 
greatly disturbed, and I really . am surprised at his attack .on 
this " monstrous lobby" which he claims bas been operating 
here in Washington this winter in favor of the McNary-Haugen 
bill. · 

This "monster," of course, consists of nothing more than 
the legislative representatives of the farmers who are endeavor
ing to obtain for them economic justice. Surely this is neither 
a sh·ange or novel procedm:e. What group is there in this 
country who does not have its representative here ~o lo?k after 
its interest? It is a well-known fact when tariff bills and 
revenue measures are being considered the great financial and 
industrial interests of this country have their representatives 
swarming about the Capitol like buzzards around a dead 
carcass. . . . . . 

What do the railroads do when legislation 1s up m which 
they are interested? Anyone who was here will not forget the 
:fight they made against the Bowell-Barkley bill. At that t~e 
railroad lawyers and agents of various sorts were as thick 
about the Capitol as bees around the hive in harvest time. . 

Qro-anized labor long ago learned what the farmers of this 
country have only recently realized-and that is in order to 
compete with other economic groups, and as a matter of seJ!
preservation, they must be organi.zed and must have thell' 
representatives on the job here. It may be a sad commentary 
on our system of Government and upon Congress, but it is 
a fact nevertheless and everybody knows it, that to get action 
on a major propo~ition in Congress requires organized effort 
and without this- character of effort no bill has any more chance 
of being enacted into l!!W thag a snowball ll!LS in H~des. 

In my opinion the farmers of this country, with this " terrible 
monster," which is alleged to exist here, are to be complimented 
and cong1·atulated, rather than condemned, on the fact that they 
have learned this great lesson. There is no more certain omen 
that I know of that the great agricultural industry of this 
indush·y is coming into its own and is prepared to wage a des
perate fight to obtain its just share of that to which it is 
entitled. I hope the good work will go on ancl that this 
" farmers' lobby " will succeed in forcing upon this Congress 
and upon a reluctant administration, legislation which will 
materially improve the deplorable condition in which the farm
ers are now situated. 

There is no publication more interested in .the farmers of 
lllinois, none which circulates so widely, and none in which the 
farmers have more confidence than the Prairie Farmer; and I 
now desire to read an editorial which appeared in that publica
tion in the issue of April 21 : 

THE M'NARY-RAUGEN BILL 

The McNary surplus handling bill passed the Senate Thursday of last 
week by the substantial majority of 53 to 23. President Coolidge has 
indicated quite plainly that he will not sign the bill. 

It is difficult to conceive of a President of the United States having 
an outlook so narrow and a vision of national welfare so shortsighted. 
During the administration of President Coolidge economic conditions-
largely artificial conditions created by act of Government-have taken 
$20,000,000,000 away from the farmers of America and given it to the 
cities of the Nation. President Coolidge has not lifted a finger to stop 
this greatest economic crime of all history. He has shown more con· 
cern about the tariff on bat·ium carbonate and pig Iron than over the 
condition of agricuitm·e. 

Some time in the future, when the problem of the Nation's food 
supply will be so important that all other questions will be in ig-. 
nificant by comparison, people will read with astonishment the record 
of a generation that robbed its farmers and its soils with scant regard 
for the welfare of either. It will be amazed at the indifference of a 
Chief Executive who was so blind to a problem of such vital importance. 

Farmers have worked out what they believe to be a helpful and 
practical remedy for the situation in which they find themselves, only 
to have it vetoed after being passed by Congress with a second veto in 
prospect. 

Congress should temporize no longer, but arise in its might and 
pass the McNary-Haugen bill over the expected veto of the President. 

:Mr. Chairman, I hope the President will not veto this bill. 
I hope he will sign it and permit it to become a law. If it 
solves this mighty problem, it will be a boon to mankind; if it 
fails, we will at least have the satisfaction of knowing we 
tried. Professional people, business people, and laboring peo
ple can well join bands with the farmer in his struggle to be 
placed on a parity with other lines of humftn endeavor. Their 
welfare is so largely dependent upon his that to do otherwise 
would be folly. 

A lot has been said concerning the political effects of this 
measure. It has even been said that certain candidates for the 
presidency are using it as a stepping stone f-or that great office. 
I don't know whether that is true or not. I hope it is not. 
I wish politics could be forgotten so far as farm relief is con
cerned. So far as I am concerned I am glad to follow the 
leadership of any man, whether he be a Democrat or Republican, 
who has a program designed to remove the shackles which bind 
our farmers to industrial slavery and thus permit the men and 
women who feed and clothe the people of the United States to 
walk out into the sunshine of blue heaven, as independent as 
our Government, as free as the air we breathe, as joyous as 
the springtime. 

lll fares the land, to hastening ills a prey, 
Where wealth accumulates and men decay; 
Princes and lords may flourish, or may fade
A breath can make them, as a breath has made; 
But a bold peasantry, their country's pride, 
When once destroy'd, can never be supplied. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Mis issippi [Mr. LoWREY]. . 

Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Chairman, the question has been rai ed . 
as to whether or not the. farmer really needs national legisla
tion in his behalf. And it bas been suggested that he bas 
worked out his own salvation, or that conditions have become 
adjusted until the farmer is recovering from his former desper
ate condition without the aid of the Government. 

It is true that' the farmer is now farming more intelligently . 
and more efficiently than ever before. The farmers in my part 
of the country are the kind of people who, through thlift and 
industry and intelligence, will get the most out of their opp-or
tunities that can be gotten. The fact that they have recovered 
somewhat from the staggering blows that bave been dealt them, 
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or, indeed, that they ha\e survived those blows !lt all, is due to 
their own ability to strive and in a measure succeed even 
against tremendous odd . The odd are still against them. 

Farming still pays smaller profits on invested capital and 
offers leBs return for the effort expended than other lines of 
end.ea\or with which it de erves to be at least on an equal 
plane. The a\erage annual income of the farm operator is 
$760, according to the report of the Department of Agriculture. 
And if we allow him 4¥2 per cent on his capital investment, this 
leaves him less than $520 for his year's work. Men employed 
in building trades, transportation sen-ice, manufacturing, and 
other lines of industry, performing less work, and work requir
ing no more knowledge and skill and experience in its per
formance than farming, ru:e receiving average salaries of more 
than three times that amount. Yet with this the farmer's taxes 
have increased 150 per cent in 10 years, and by reason of high 
tariffs, high freight rates, high wages to labor in industry, and 
tremendous profits made in industry, the things which the 
farmer must buy have been kept at high price leYels. 

I · it any wonder that 750,000 families, or 3,000,000 people, 
have left the farms in one year's time to seek better opportuni
ties in other lines of work in the towns and cities and to add 
to the numbers of unemployed in the thickly populated dis
tricts? Is it any wonder that Yalues of farm lands ha Ye de
creased steadily for 10 years and that no man with money cares 
to inve ·t it in farm property? Abe Martin in a recent paper 
speaks of a young fellow whose father died and left him two 
farms, and who petitioned to have the will set aside, claiming 
that his father was eYidently of unsound mind. This is a joke 
that is not all a joke. A young man who inherits a fertile 
farm may find that he has come into possession of a liability 
rather than an asset. 

Thirty per cent of our people have been living on the farms. 
They have contributed far more than their pro rata of com
modities for both interstate and foreign commerce, for local 
consumption, and for raw materials in manufacture and con
struction. They have contributed vastly more than their pro 
rata of brain and brawn, of good citizenship and constructive 
leadership. Yet this important 30 per cent of our population 
have been getting 10 per cent of our Nation's income, while 70 
per cent of population engaged in other pursuits, productive and 
nonproductive, have been getting 90 per cent of the Nation's 
total income. This is not only unreasonable and unjust; it is 
bound to prove serious to our country, socially, economically, 
and politically. It is glaringly obvious that something is 
dangerously wrong and out of balance. The fact that our 
farmers are struggling along under this handicap, and even 
managing by painfully strict economy and hnrd work and good 
management to improve their situation a little is no excuse for 
permitting the di elimination against them to continue. 

All other classes of our citizenship are enjoying the protec
tion and benefits of national legislation. The National Govern
ment ha supplied the manufacturer with the protection of the 
tariff wall; has put laws into effect to protect and promote the 
welfare of the laborer and indusb.ial worker; has cared gen
erously for banking and financial interests of the country with 
laws and governmental machinery for their benefit; has, besides 
providing loans and financial aid for the railroads, protected 
them with rates and a virtual guaranty of 6 per cent earning on 
their investments. And this protection has been given to other 
people and interests with a reckless disregard for the rights 
and the welfare of the farmer. The tariff wall takes $10 
out of his pocket where it gives him one; the railroads derive 
their income more largely from him than from any other class ; 
the protection given to labor in the trades and industries has 
actually cost the farmer money. 

It is the duty of the Congress to pass legislation to aid the 
farmer ; to reconstruct, revise, and in some cases repeal leg-

. islation that injures him, and, in a word, provide that he shall 
have the same opportunity as others to get a fair reward for 
his toil. The gentleman from New York [Mr. SoMERS] has 
suggested that the pending bill is class legislation, benefiting 
one group at the expense of others. But, as before said, the 
Congress has from time to time provided helpful legislation 
for the speeial benefit of almost every other group in business 
or industry. It is time for fair play with the farmer. Let us 
get back to the fundamental principle of equal rights to all and 
special privileges to none. Perhaps giving the farmer his 
rights is going to take away the special privileges of some one 
else. But justice demands it, and the ·afeguarding of our 
health and wealth and , trength and security as a Nation de
mands it. This House during this session is pa sing legislation 
to expend mol'e than $700.000,000 on the direct military activi
tie of the Army and Navy. I make no argument against proper 
preparedness, yet while we are spending money for public de
fense why should we shrink from an appropriation to save to 
our country that sturdy rural population which is our very 

greatest defense and which means more to the safety of our 
country than any amount of military preparedness could mean? 
The decline of agriculture has spelled the decline of nations 
throughout the pages of history. The demand for national 
legislation in the interests of agriculture and on behalf of the 
agricultural people of this country is a demand that can not 
and must not be sidetracked or ignored or treated indifferently. 

I am for the bill which is before us. I do not believe that it 
is a magic potion to cure all the ills of the farmer at once. 
Its authors and proponents claim nothing of the kind for it. 
It simply propose· to aid in the orderly marketing of the sur
plus of agricultural commodities, to prevent such surpluses 
from unduly depressing the market and to minimize speculation 
and waste in marketing, to provide that the farmer shall get a 
larger share than a mere $9,000,000,000 of the $29,000,000,000 
which the consumer pays for his products. 

I am in favor of other legislation in addition to this for the 
farmer. I have worked during this session especially hard for 
the passage of three other more or less important bills, the 
1\Iorin bill for 1\Iuscle Shoals, the Reed bill for vocational agri
culture, the Buchanan bill to aid in the eradication of the pink 
bollworm. And as I have said, I am in favor of the repeal 
or revision of orne laws that hurt the farmer. The tariff and 
railroad-rate matters particularly need attention. 

But the passage of the Haugen bill will not only put into 
operation a plan of real benefit to the farmer, but will ueclare 
to the Nation that we recognize the injustice of things as they 
are, and propose to correct them. Let us pass this bill, and let 
us who place the interests of the farmer above other considera
tions search every measure that is proposed to us with the 
question in mind, How will this affect agriculture? It is only 
by strict adherence to this kind of program, of guarding the 
farmer's interests in the same careful' manner that other inter
ests are guarded, every day and every hour, that the welfare of 
the rural population, on which depends the welfare of the 
Nation, can be properly cared for. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. TILso" having taken 

the chair as Speaker pro tempore, 1\lr. MAPES, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re
ported that that committee, having had under consideration tlle 
bill ( S. 3558) to esta1Jlish a Federal farm board to aid in the 
orderly maTketing and in the control and disposition of the 
surplus of agricultural commodities in inter -tate and foreign 
commerce, had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker--
The SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the 

gentleman rise? 
l\Ir. KINCHELOE. I would like to propound a question for 

information. Is it the intention of the majority leader to dis
pense with the business of Calendar Wednesday to-morrow? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is the intention of the 
majority leader to make such request as the gentleman from 
Iowa and others specially interested in the conduct of this 
bill may wish. . 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I would like, then, to ask if it is the 
intention of the chai.J:man of the Agricultural Committee to ask 
for it? 

l\1r. HAUGEN. I can not inform the gentleman now. We 
will decide that on Wednesday morning. 

l\Ir. KINCHELOE. Very well. 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 10 o'clock and 
47 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, 
Tuesday, May 1, 1~~8, at 12 o'clock noon. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
l\1r. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of commit

tee hearings scheduled for Tuesday, MHy 1, 1928, as reported to 
the floor leader by clerks of the several committees : 

COMMITTEE ON TIIE JUDICIARY 

(10 a. m.) 
To provide an additional justice of the Supreme Court of the 

District of Columbia (H. R. 13116). 
COMMITTEE ON THE PUBLIC LANDS 

( 10.30 a . . m.) 
To promote the better protection and highest public use of the 

lands of the United Stat€'s and adjacent lands and waters in 
northern Minnesota for the production of forest products, the 
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development and extension of recreational uses, the preserva
tion of wild life, and other purposes not inconsistent therewith; 
and- to protect mere effectively the streams and lakes dedicated 
to public use under the terms and spilit of clause 2 of the 
\Vebster-Ashburton treaty of ~842 between Great Britain and 
the United States; and recreational and economic assets (H. R. 
12780). 

COMMITTEE 0~ BANKING AND CURRENCY 

(10.30 a. m.) 
To amend the act approved Dece~ber 23, 1913, known as the 

Federal reserve act;_ to define c-ertain policies toward which the 
powers of the Federal reserve system shall be directed ; to 
further promote the maintenance of a stable gold standard; to 
promote the stability of commerce, industry, agricultm·e, and 
employment; to assist in realizing a more stable purchasing 
power of ~e dollar (H. R. 11806). 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows : 
470. A letter from the Comptroller General of the United 

States, transmitting report in the matter of the claim of Pvt. 
Ralph Rhees, United ~tates Army, pursuant to the provisions 
of the act of April 10, 1928 (Public, No. 2-!7) ; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

471. A letter from the Commission for the Enlarging of the 
Capitol Grounds, transmitting plans for the enlargement of the 
Capitol Grounds and recommending legislation which will au
thorize the Architect of the Capitol to proceed with said plans 
(H. Doc. No. 252) ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds and ordered to be printed. 

472. A letter b·om the Acting Secretary of War, o·ansmitting 
report from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, on 
preliminary examination and survey of the Great Lakes, their 
connecting waters, p1incipal harbors, and river channels, au
thorized by the rivers and harbor act approved January 21, 
1927 (H. Doc. No. 253); to the Committee on Rivers and Har
bors and ordereu to be printed, with illu trations. 

473. A communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for the 
Civil Service Commi sion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1929, amounting to $31,600 (H. Doc. No. 254) ; to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

474. A communication from the President of the United States, 
b.·ansmitting paragraph of propo ed 1 gislation, the object of 
which is to authorize the payment from existing appropriations 
of two claims for damages to privately owned property, which 
have been considered and adjusted, in the sum of $51 (H. Doc. 
No. 255) ; to the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. CARTWRIGHT: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 

12574. A bill to extend certain existing leases upon the coal 
and asphalt deposits in the Choctaw and Chickasaw Nations 
to September 25, 1932, and permit extension of time to complete 
payments on c-oal purchases; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1421). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
S. 3565. An act to provide compensation for disability or death 
resulting from injury to employees in certain employments in 
the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1422). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGllT: . Committee on the Public Lands. 
H. R. 11405. A bill to acquire an area of State land situate 
in Lassen Volcanic National P~k, State of California, by ex
change; with amendment (Rept. No. 1423). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WILI..JIAMSON: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 
13342. A bill to autholize a per capita payment to the Pine 
Ridge Sioux Indians of South Dakota; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1424). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. McSWAIN: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 3463. An 
act to recognize commissioned service in the Philippine Con

tabulary in determining rights of officers of the Regular Army; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1425). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WEAVER: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 3947. An 
act to provide for the times and places for holding court for 
the eastern district of North Carolina ; without amendmeAt 
(Rept. No. 1426). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DOMINICK: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 12811. 
A bill to provide for the appointment of one additional district 
judge for the eastern and western districts of South Carolina ; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1427). Referred to the Com
mittee of the 'Vhole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine: Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. H. R. 13032. A bill to amend the act of Febru
ary 8, 1895, entitled "An act to regulate navigation on the Great 
Lakes and their connecting and tributary waters " ; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1432). Referred to the Howe Calendar. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine: Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. H. R. 13037. A bill to amend section 1, rule 2 
~le 3, subdivision (e), and rule 9 of an act to regulate naviga: 
tion on the Great Lakes and their connecting and tlibutary 
waters, enacted February 8, 1895 ( ch. 64, 28 Stat. L. sec. 645) · 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1433). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine: Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. H. R. 13383. A bill to provide for a five-year 
con truction and maintenance program for the United States 
Bureau of Fisheries; without amendment (Rept. No. 1434). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIOKS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on Claims. S. 343. An act 

for the relief of Sallie Stapleford, l\lr"'. J. C. Stuckert, Mary E. 
Hildebrand, Kate Wright, Mary l\I. Janvier, Harry L. Gray, 
Frank D. Carrow, Harry V. Buckson, George H. Swain, Clauue 
N. Je·ter, and Charles H. Jamison; \tithcut amendment (Rept. 
No. 1406). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. EVANS of California: Committee on Naval Affairs. S. 
362. An act to provide for the advancoement on the retired list 
of the Navy of Llo~d Lafot; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1407). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. UNDERHILL : Committee on Claims. S. 445. An act 
for the relief of the Florida East Coast Car Ferry Co.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1408). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Claims. S. 1217. An act for 
the relief of Albert Wood; without amendment (Rept. No. 1409). 
Referred to the Commit~ of the Whole House. 

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Claims. S. 1448. An act for 
the relief of Orner D. Lewis; with amendment ( Rept. No. 1410). 
Referred · to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on Claim . S. 1646. An act 
for the relief of James M. E. Brown; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1411). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

l\Ir. HALE: Committee on Naval Affairs. S. 1852. An act to 
correct the naval record of John Lewis Bm'11S; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1412). Referred to the Committee of the 

. Whole House. 
l\Ir. UNDERHILL: Committee on Claims. S. 2336. An act 

for the relief of Nina MacDonald, Zenas V .. Johnston, Margaret 
E. 'l~hompson, Arthur L. Beaman, and May Fee; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1413). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on Claims. S. 2438. An act 
for the relief of the firm of M. Levin & Sons; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1414). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on Claim . S. 2788. An act 
for the relief of Charlie McDonald; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1415). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GUYER: Committee on Claims. H. R. 3722. An act for 
the relief of Robert C. Osborne; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1416.) Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mrs. LANG LEY : Committee on Claims. H. R. 8859. A bill 
for the relief of Edna E. Snably ; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1417) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole Hou ~e. 

1\Ir. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania: Committee on Claim . . 
H. R. 9659. A bill for the relief of F. R. Barthold; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1418). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole Hou e. 

Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on Claims. H. R. 12711. A 
bill for the relief of certain members of a trail crew employed 
by the Forest Service; without amendment (Rept. No. 1419J 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BULWINKLE: Committee on Claims. H. R. 12871. A 
bill for the relief of l\Iaj. · Charles F. Eddy; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1420). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 
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Mr. MoSW AIN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 12867. 

A bill granting an honorable discharge to Pierce Dale Jackson; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1428). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM: Committee on Military Affair . H. R. 
13060. A bill to recognize the high public service rendered by 
:Maj. Walter Reed and those associated with him in the dis
covery of the cause and means of transmission of yellow fever; 
''' ith amendment ( Rept. No. 1429). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. l\IcSWAIN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. J. Res. 
258. A joint re olution authorizing the Secretary of War to 
lease to the New Orleans Association of Commerce New Orleans 
quartermaster intermediate depot unit No. 2; without amend
ment (Rept. N 1430). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

l\1r. ·McSWAIN: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 3201. An 
act for the relief of Paul D. Carlisle; without amendment 
(Rept. 1431). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and everally referred as follows: 
By 1\Ir. ENGLAND: A bill (H. R. 13399) authorizing the 

· Baltimore Gas Engineering Corporation, a Maryland corpo
ration, its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and 
operate a bridge across the Kanawha River at or near Dunbar, 
W. Va.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By .Mr. FENN: A bill (H. R. 13400) authorizing conveyance 
to the city of Hartford, Conn., of the title to site and building 
of the present Federal building in that city; to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By 1\Ir. W. T. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R. 13401) to au
thorize the erection of a monument in Hartshorn Pioneer Ceme
tery, Delpho , Ohio; to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. HOFFMAN: A bill (H. R. 13402) authorizing good
conduct medal award to enlisted men of tlle Army; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\1r. MEAD: A bill (ll. R. 13403) to provide for weekly 
pay days for postal employees ; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. O'CONNOR of Loui iana: A bill (H. R. 13404) 
authorizing the Secretary of the Navy, in his di ·cretion, to 
deliver to the custody of the Louisiana State Museum of the 
city of New Orleans, La., the silver service set in u e' on the 
battleship Louwian.a; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By l\Ir. TREADWAY: A bill (H. R. 13405) to regulate the 
purchase of personal property for the use of the Federal Gov
ernment; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. WARE: A bill (ll. R. 13406) to authorize the city of 
Fort Thomas, Ky., to widen, improve, reconstruct, and re ur
face Fort Thomas A venue and to assess the cost thereof against 
the United States according to front feet of military reservation 
abutting thereon, and authorizing an appropriation therefor ; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 13407) relating to the tribal 
and individual affairs of the Osage Indians of Oklahoma · to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. · ' 

By Mr. BERGER: A bill (H. R. 13408) to provide for the 
conservation and utilization of the natural resources of the 
Nation, the coordination of flood control and navigation of 
streams, the development of hydroelectric energy, and the dis
tribution of the same, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GIBSON: A bill (H. R. 13409) to provide that the 
printing and binding of the government of the District of Co
lumbia be done at the Government Printing Office; to the Com
mittee on Printing. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 13410) for the advancement in rank of 
certain officers of the Army; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (by request) : A bill (H. R. 13411) to re
vise and amend title 18, section 99, United States Code; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also (by req ue t) , a bill · (H. R. 13412) to regulate the pro
mulgation of regulations in certain cases with reference to 
alcohol and narcotics; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13413) relating to sales and contracts to 
sell in interstate and foreign commerce; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

B y Mr. SEGER: A bill (H. R. 13414) to amend section 1396 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States relative to the 
appointment of chaplains in the Navy; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. · 

By 1\Ir. ANDRESEN: A bil~ (H. R. 13415) granting the con
sent of Congress to the State of Minnesota to construct a bridge 
across the Mississippi River at or near Hastings, 1\Iinn. ; tb the 
Committee on Inter tate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13416) granting the consent of Congress to 
the State of Minnesota to construct a bridge acros the St. Croix 
River at or near Stillwater, Minn. ; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By 1\Ir. HAl\Il\IER: A bill (H. R. 13417) to amend an act to 
prohibit the importation and interstate transpor tation of films 
or pictorial repre ·entation of prize fights, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13418) to amend the act of July 31, 1912, 
prohibiting the importation and interstate transportation of 
films of prize fights; to the Committee on Interstate and For· 
eign Commerce. 

By 1\Ir. GIBSON: A bill (H. R. 13419) for the relief of cer
tain guests of the Government Hotels ; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By l\Ir. WINTER: A bill (H. R. 13420) to provide for the 
storage and diversion of the waters of the North Platte River 
and construction of the Casper-Alco\a reclamation project; 
to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13421) to provide for the storage for 
diversion of the waters of the North Platte River and con
struction of the Saratoga reclamation project; to tl1e Committee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

By 1\Ir. HOWARD of Oklahoma: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
292) authorizing the President to in\ite the States of the 
Union and foreign countries to participate in the annual Inter
national Petroleum Exposition at Tulsa, Okla., to begin October 
20, 1928; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By 1\lr. GARRETT of Tennessee: Concurrent re olution 
(H. Con. Res: 33) to print and bind the proceedings in Con
gress together with the proceedings at the unveiling in Statuary 
Hall of the statue of President Andrew Jackson presented by 
the State of Tennessee; to the Committee on Printing. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOI~UTIONS 

"Cnder clause 1 of Rule x...·"ni, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By 1\Ir. ANDRESEN: A bill (H. R. 13422) for the relief of 
Thomas Parkins ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\Ir. AYRES: A bill (H. R. 13423) granting- an increase of 
pension to Ellen Poyner; to the Committee ori In-.alid Pensions. 

By Mr. BUCKBEE: A bill (H. R. 13424) granting an in
crease of pension to Annie Hanford ; to the Com.rnittee on 
Invalid Pen ions. 

By 1\Ir. CARSS: A bill (H. R. 13425) granting a pension t~ 
Robert Kelly ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. COLE of Maryland: A bill (H. R. 13-:1:26) granting an 
increase of pension to Emma E. Price; to the Committee on 
InYalid Pen ions. 

By 1\Ir. CRAIL: A bill (H. R. 13427) granting a pension to 
1\lrs. Christian Meyer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. DARRO\V: A bill (H. R. 13428) for the relief of 
Mackenzie Memorial Hospital and German-American Hospital 
and Lau Ye Kun, all of Tientsin, China; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. DOYLE: A bill (H. R. 13429) granting an increase of 
pen ·ion to 1\Iax Drozdowitz ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. DYER: A bill (H. R. 13430) for the relief of Arthur 
E. Rump; to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\Ir. GREEN: A bill (H. R. 13431) granting an increase of 
pension to William A. Paulsen; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. HOFF~IA:N: A bill (H. R. 13432) to compensate the 
Automatic Safety Davit Co., of Highlands, N. J., for the loss of 
~boat, Modesty; to the Committee on Claims. 

J?y 1\Ir. HOGG: A bill (H. R. 13433) granting an increase of 
pension to Clara A. Estry ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. 1 

By 1\Ir. HUDDLESTON: A bill (H. R. 13434) granting a 
pension to George J. Lacey; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. l\IcKEOWN: A bill (H. R. 13435) for the relief of 
Carrie M. Haney ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\Ir. l\1EAD: A bill (H. R. 13436) granting an increase 
of pension to l\1ary J. Parker; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By 1\lr. MERRITT: A bill (H. R. 13437) granting an in
crease of pension to Caroline R. Raynor; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. NELSON of Mi ·souri: A bill (H. R. 13438) granting 
a pension to Catherine Jones; to the Committee- on Invalid 
Pensions. 
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By Mr. PRALL: A bill (H. ~. 13439) for the relief of 

Morris Binswanger; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 
By Mr. SCHAFER: A bill (H. R. 13440) for the relief of 

H. P. Milligan; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. SHREVE: A bill (H. R. 13441) granting an increase 

of pension to Elmer Harry Martin; to the Committee ori 
Pension. 

By Mr. SPEAKS: A bill (H. R. 13442) granting a pension 
to Isabelle Eccles ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WARE: A bill (H. R. 13443) granting a pension to 
Joseph Rombach; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WHITE of Maine: A bill (H. R. 13444) granting 
an increase of pension to Arria S. Sargent; to the Committee 
on 'Pensions. 

By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R. 13445) granting a pension to 
Alice Cribbs Kemp ; to the Co~ittee on Invalid Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule L""'{II., petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows : 
7314. Petition of the Senior Christian Endeavor Society of 

the First Presbyterian Church of Export, Pa., urging the passage -
of the Sproul bill (H. R. 11410) to amend the national prohibi
tion act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7315. By Mr. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania: Petition of George 
W. Elliott and numerous residents of Franklin, Pa., urging the 
passage of the Sproul bill (H. R. 11410) to amend the national 
prohibition act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7316. By Mr. COOPER of Ohio: Petition of citizens of Youngs-
town, Ohio, requesting increases in pension for veterans of the 
Civil War and their dependents; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

7317. By Mr. DENISON: Petition of various citizens of De 
Soto, lll., urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a 
vote a Civil War pensi9n bill carrying the rates proposed by the 
National Tribune; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

7318. By Mr. EATON: Petition of L. C. Reading, of Somer
ville, N. J., and 17 other residents of Somerset County, N. J., 
urging immediate consideration of national flood control and 
adoption of such laws a will insure the impounding of unre
stricted waters ; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

7319. By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: Petition of board of directors, 
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce, pertaining to Bureau of 
Internal Revenue sh1dying depreciation and maintenance in 
mining industry; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7320. Also, petition of board of directors, Sacramento Chamber 
of Commerce, pertaining to House bill 9282, being opposed 
thereto; to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

•7321. By Mr. ROY G. FITZGERALD: Petition of 71 ex-serv
ice men of the wars of the United States in the Railway Mail 
Service, asking favorable consideration of House bill 10922, to 
allow credit in the Postal Service, day for day, for the time 
necessarily absent while in the military service of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

7322. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of P. Harned, Jet, Okla., 
in support of Tyson-Fitzgerald bill for retirement of disabled 
emergency Army officers ; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. · 

7323. Also, petition of P. W. Henry, secretary of American 
Institute of Consulting Engineers (Inc.), of New York, in op
position to House bill 107; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

7324. Also, petition of J. C. Re-ichert, secretary of the Mari
time Association of the Port of New York, in support of House 
bill 11886 and Senate bill 3721, to establish the office of cap
tain of the port of New York and to define his duties; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

7325. By Mr. HOPE: Petition signed by the residents of 
Ford County, Kans., requesting more adequate legislation on 
the behalf of Civil War veterans and their dependents ; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

7326. By Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska: Petition signed by Miss 
Cathern Lowe, of Neligh, Nebr., and nine other citizens of that 
city of Neligh, Nebr., praying for the passage of legislation 
granting more adequate pensions to Civil War veterans and 
the widows of Civil War veterans during the present session 
of the Congress; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

7327. By Mr. KNUTSON: Petition signed by E. P. Baron, of 
Pillager, Minn., and others, requesting higher rates for Civil 
War survivors and Civil War widows ; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

7328. By Mr. LE'TTS : Petition of Mary A. Smyth and other 
citizens of Clinton, Iowa, urging the passage of the Civil War 
pension bill ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

7329. By Mr. MEAD : Petition of Henry Bischoff, of Buffalo, 
N. Y., favoring the passage of House Joint Resolution 273; to 
the Committee on :Military Affairs. 

7330. By Mr. O'COl\~"'ELL: Petition of the Merit Hosiery Co. 
(Inc.), Ozone Park, Long Island, N.Y., favoring a just adequate 
flood-control legislation; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

7331. · By Mr. PRATT: Petition of residents of Wood tack, 
Ulster County, N. Y., urging enactment of legislation to provide 
increased pensions for Civil War veterans and widows of vet
erans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. 

7332. By Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa: Petition signed by Rev. 
Ralph Hall Collis, pastor of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
of Hampton, Iowa, and about 100 citizens of Hampton, Iowa, 
urging the passage of the Sproul bill (H. R. 11410); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 0 

7333. By Mr. SHREVE : Resolution adopted by the American 
Legion, Department of Pennsylvania, indorsing the Tyson-Fitz
gei-ald disabled emergency bills; to the Committee on WorlU 
War Veterans' Legislation. 

7334. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Letter from W. T. Wakefield. vice 
president Farmers' State Bank, Bentley, N. Dak., protesting 
against the Oddie bill ; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

7335. By Mr. SPEAKS : Petition signed by Alice E. :Murphy 
and some 45 residents of Franklin County, Ohio, urging enact
ment of legislation for the relief of Civil War veterans and their 
dependents ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

7336. By Mr. THURSTON : Petition of 10 citizens of Shen
andoah, Iowa, petitioning the Congress to pass pending legisla
tion increasing the pensions to veterans of the Civil War and 
their dependents; to the Committee on Invalid P nsions. 

7337. By Mr. WHITE of Kansas: Petition of L. Johnson and 
others, of Ellis, Kans., for the relief of Ci-vil War veterans and 
widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . . 

7338. By l\Ir. WYANT : Petition of Department of Pennsyl
vania, the American Legion, favoring passage of legi lation for 
retirement of emergency Army officers permanently disabled; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

7339. Al. o, petition of members of First Presbyterian Church 
"Of Export, Westmoreland County, Pa., favoring pas. age of 
Sproul bill (H. R. 11410) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7340. By l\Ir. ZIHLMAN: Petition of residents of Montgomery 
County, Md., urging immediate action on the Civil War pension 
bill in order that relief may be accorded needy and suffering 
veterans and widows; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, M a:y 1' 1928 

The Chaplain, Rev. Z~.Barney T. Phillips, D. D., offered the 
following prayer : 

0 God, true source of light that never fades, of life that 
never dies, Thou ha t set us in the bonds of time, this narTow 
space so crowded for life's purpo e that day has worn to noon 
ere we have planned our work. Forgive the waste of precious 
moments by loitering feet and faltering wills. Teach u to 
lengthen 6ur brief life by intensity of living, to fill swift hours 
with glowing deeds, and to speak kind word with breathless 
ha te, for we pass this way but once. Grant this for the sake 
of Him whose footfalls on the shores of time made life's dim 
meaning clear, Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to reau the .Journal of yesterday's 
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. CURTIS and by unanimous 
consent, the further: reading was dispensed with, and the Jour
nal was approved. 

INVESTIGATION OF CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES 

The VICE PRESIDENT. In accordance with Senate Re o
lution 214, agreed to yesterday, providing that a special com
mittee of five be appointed to investigate campaign expenditures, 
the Ohair appoints the junior Senator from Oregon, Mr. STEI
WER; the junior Senator from Vermont, Mr. DALE; the junior 
Senator from South Dakota, Mr. McMASTER; the enior Senator 
from New Mexico, Mr. BRATrON; and the junior Senator from 
Kentucky, Mr. BARKLEY. 1 

PETITIONS .AND MEMORIALS 

Mr. W .A.RREN presented a resolution adopted by the Lions 
Club, of Lyman, Wyo., favoring the passage of legislation pro
viding for aided and directed settlement on Federal reclama
tion projects, which was referred to the Committee on Irriga
tion and Reclamation. 
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